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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
Humboldt — Del Norte Unit
118 Fortuna Bivd.

Fortuna, CA 95540
Website: www fire.ca.gov 0300
(707) 725-4413

September 4, 2002

Headwaters
P.O. Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677

Please consider the following comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP)
and Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the
Headwaters Forest Reserve. These comments reflect the concerns of the Humboldt — Del
Norte Unit of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. We are the agency
providing direct fire protection services for the Headwaters Forest Reserve.

Fire Protection Comments

Fire Regime and Hazard are discussed on. pages 3-24 through 3—28 The natural fire

‘regime describes an average fire return interval of greater than 500 years for natural
stands. We believe the natural fire retumn interval for this stand is much lower, ranging from
50 - 120 years. This is due to a high siope location, lightning recurrence, fuel condition,
and general stand age. Higher elevation redwood stands have been found to have retumn
intervals as short as 6 to 10 years (Brown & Swetnam, 1994). Research in Humboldt 1-1
Redwoods State Park has found fire retumn intervals averaging 16 to 25 years in upper
slope positions (Stuart, 1987). The long return interval stated in the EIS/EIR tends to
minimize the apparent risk of fire in the old-growth stands. The suppression strategy
proposed, combined with the preferred alternative management strategies, are likely to
create an increased risk of stand-replacing fire within the old-growth areas.

Fire Management is discussed on pages 4-28 through 4-30. Proposed management for
the second-growth stands represents a reasonable approach: incorporating fuels
treatment and suppression strategies appropriate to reserve status. However, the
restrictions imposed on fire suppression activity within the old-growth areas present a
substantial risk for a large wildfire — adversely impacting firefighter/public safety, loss of
unharvested forest stands, and increased damage to neighboring ownerships. The
proposed fire management direction does not appear entirely consistent with the stated
management goals. =

1-2

Preferred altematrve management strategles reduce access to the old-growth stands
through road removal and rehabilitation. No new access is proposed. Access for fire
suppression will be difficult for ground-based resources. The use of aerial resources is
also restricted as stated. This will ensure the establishment and growth of larger wildfires
during adverse fire weather.
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Modification of initial attack to eliminate the use of air tanker retardant and helicopter
water/foam bucket drops is not recommended. Extended access time to fire established in
the old-growth will require use of these tools to avoid the fire exceeding initial attack
capability. These tools can keep the fire small and manageable until ground resources
arrive. Without helicopter and air tanker retardant support, established fire will potentially
threaten firefighter safety, the reserve, and surrounding ownerships.

Limiting use of chemical foam is not recommended. Use of chemical foams is also critical
in effective mop up in heavy fuels as are found in the reserve. Without the option for the
use of foam, extended commitment of resources for control and mop up will be needed.

Wildfire can result from several sources with the most likely ignitions in the reserve
resulting from illegal fires and lightning. Suppression forces must be allowed the
appropriate tools to be effective. Deploying aggressive suppression strategies is
imperative to avoid significant environmental impacts. The Megram Fire of 1999 and the
Sour Biscuit fire of 2002 are examples of impacts that can result from a less than
aggressive initial attack. The EIR/EIS proposes old-growth fire management strategies
(including fire monitoring) that have resulted in large, damaging, and expensive wildfires.

As the agency responsible for suppression, CDF disagrees with several of the proposed
suppression strategies. We request that the aerial use of chemical retardants and foam
suppressants be permitted in the reserve as necessary. We request that use of ground
based retardants and foam suppressants also be permitted. We disapprove of the
proposal to allow fires to burn during favorable fuel, weather, and topographic conditions.
The weather conditions can change to create unfavorable conditions when the fire is no
longer manageable. The practice of the art of wildland fire use is inappropriate when in
proximity to developed areas such as Fortuna and Eureka.

The development of the fire operational plan needs to be a cooperative process. The
limitations within the EIS/EIR will not permit the necessary leeway in developing an
appropriate response to the dynamic conditions of wildland firefighting.

Resource Management Comments

Restoration of old-growth characteristics throughout the nonriparian areas of the Reserve
is a desirable outcome of management, as specified in the management plan. Itis
appropriate to accelerate the development of old-growth stand conditions through the
manipulation of young-growth stand densities in order to create additional old-growth
habitat as quickly as reasonably possible. The prioriization of treatment areas specified in
the management plan is appropriate.

Of the three alternatives presented for forest restoration, it appears that the preferred
alternative (2A) is the most appropriate for achieving the desired old-growth stand
condition. It is important to minimize the amount of slash created in a given entry in order
to minimize the risk of a large, damaging fire; especially with the high visitor use the
reserve is likely to receive. Alternative 2A will minimize the amount of slash development
as a result of the mulitple entries and lighter thinnings per entry. One treatment of the
pole-sized stands, as provided for in Alternative 2A, is desirable for accelerating the
development of these stands. Alternative 2A will have the added benefit of reducing the
potential for windthrow, when compared to Alternative 2B, as specified in the EIS/EIR.
The multiple entries of the shrub-sapling stands will allow greater opportunity to observe

cont.
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stand development over time and select trees for retention that are best suited to become

dominant in the stand. 1-4
cont.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment and we look forward to a cooperative working

relationship in addressing our areas of concern.

Sincerely,

KR. “Dick” Goings
Unit Chief

Literature Cited
Brown, P.M., and Swetnam, T.W. 1994. A cross-dated fire history from coast redwood
near Redwood National Park, California. Can. J. For. Res. 24: 21-31.

Stuart, J. D. 1987. Fire history of an old-growth forest of Sequoia sempervirens
(Taxodiaceae) forest in Humboldt Redwoods State Park, California. Madrono. 34(2): 128 —
141.
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\" California Regional Water Quality Control Board
v North Coast Region

Winston HL. Hickox William R. Massey, Chairman Gray Davis

1 G
Sec'r etary for Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/~rwqcbl/ overnor
Environmental

Protection 5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A, Santa Rosa, California 95403
Phone 1-877-721-9203  Office (707) 576-2220 FAX (707) 576-2557

September 6, 2002

Headwaters

P.O. Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677
headwaters@)jsanet.com

To Whom it May Concern:

Subject: Regional Water Board staff comments on the Draft Headwaters Forest Reserve
Resource Management Plan/EIS/EIR

The following comments were developed based upon Regional Water Board staff review.
Please contact Ms. Adona White of my staff at 707-576-2672 with questions or comments.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

psod

Nathan P. Quarles
Senior Water Resources Control Engineer

AW:tmk\HW_ Mngmnet plan_comments v2.doc

"The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy
consumption. Fora l1st of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-s1te at:
www.swrcb.ca.gov."

California Environmental Protection Agency
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The Draft Headwaters Forest Reserve Resource Management Plan/EIS/EIR (Management
Plan) does not assign priority to sediment delivery sites along the South Fork Elk River
corridors. However, there are sites within the corridors that are currently discharging
directly into anadromous fish bearing reaches, as observed by Regional Water Board field
staff. As there are direct impacts to water quality from sediment delivery in such locations,
priority assignment for restoration activities at such location is warranted.

The Management Plan includes extensive road and stream crossing rehabilitation to avoid
catastrophic sediment delivery associated with poorly constructed and maintained roads.
Regional Water Board staff support the proposed restoration activities and also recognize
that the road rehabilitation work, especially considering the magnitude of the project, has
high potential to deliver sediment into Elk River and Salmon Creek and their tributaries as
the sites adjust in the short term. Post rehabilitation sediment delivery associated with
these sites may be avoided or minimized through implementation of erosion control
standards and can be detected in a timely manner through monitoring efforts. The
Management Plan does not specify erosion control standards intended to avoid or minimize
restoration-related sediment delivery to watercourses. Regional Water Board staff
recommends that the Management Plan include an erosion control plan.

Table 4-7 specifies monitoring of potential sediment yield via annual inspections during
the early period of substantial rainfall to determine any threat of imminent mass failure.
Table 4-7 specifies monitoring of actual sediment yield to determine if sediment loads
decrease as a result of forest and watershed restoration by measuring pool depth and
volume in the summertime and turbidity on three streams in the Reserve during the rising
limb of the hydrograph. The sampling design is apparently based upon monthly grab
samples during the restoration activities, and annually once the restoration activities are
completed. Regional Water Board staff recommends that a more rigorous approach be
developed for monitoring the treatment sites and the instream conditions that would allow
for timely response to sediment delivery sites.

=In~su';‘s‘ ATy Regional Water Board-staff recommends that the Management Plan. 1nclude
an erosion control plan and monitoring plan. for the restoration. efforts. Further, staff
recommend that such a program may be implemented as soon as feasible, as rehabilitation
activities are well underway. Regional Water Board staff would be available to provide
assistance in the development and implementation of such a program.

The Elk River watershed is listed as an impaired water body under section 303(d) of the
federal Clean Water Act due to high instream sediment loads and associated adverse
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impacts to the beneficial uses of water. On February 28, 2002, the Regional Water Board
directed staff to expedite the development of the sediment TMDL for the Elk River
watershed with a completion date of August 2003, and also directed staff to require

monitoring and technical reports, as necessary. 2-4

cont.
Due to the unconsolidated geology in the Elk River watershed and the lack of watershed or
geology specific instream studies, instream data specific to Elk River is necessary to ensure
development of appropriate instream targets for inclusion in the sediment TMDL. At this
time, large landowners in the Elk River watershed are being required to conduct instream
monitoring as part of TMDL development in order to characterize existing instream
conditions, which will be evaluated with respect to hillslope conditions. Regional Water
Board staff is currently working with BLM staff to allow Regional Water Board staff and
timberland owners to conduct monitoring within the Headwaters Forest Reserve and the
South Fork Elk River corridor. In addition Regional Water Board staff strongly urge BLM
to be proactive in conducting monitoring in such a manner as to characterize instream and
hillslope conditions, and incorporate into the Management Plan an approach for assisting
TMDL development and implementation efforts. It should be noted that there is a
potential for the monitoring described in comment (2) above to be coupled with TMDL
development monitoring efforts. Again, Regional Water Board staff would be available to
provide assistance in the development and implementation of such a program.

4. It appears that the impassible barrier specified in Little South Fork Elk River is blasting
material from a quarry operated in the 1970’s. Has there been an assessment of restoration
possibilities to allow for anadromous fish migration?

2-5

"The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy
consumption. For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at:
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;s A2 % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

W‘f 75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Lynda Roush September 3, 2002
Arcata Field Manager

Arcata Field Office

~ Bureau of Land Management

1695 Heindon Road

Arcata, CA. 95521-4573

) Dear Ms. Roush:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR)
for the project entitled Headwaters Forest Reserve, Humboldt County, California (CEQ
Number: 020214, ERP Number: BLM-K65241-CA). Our review is pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40
CER Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Headwaters Forest was acquired by the Secretary of Interior and the State of
California on March 1, 1999 to preserve the last unprotected large stand of old-growth redwood
forest in the country. The 7,472-acre tract includes 3,088 acres of unharvested redwood groves,
surrounded by 4,384 acres of previously harvested forest and brushlands. The US Department of
Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is charged with management of the Headwaters
Forest Reserve (Reserve). The California Department of Fish and Game represents the state's
interests in Reserve management.

The federal legislation authorizing the Reserve (1998 Interior Appropriations Bill)
directed the Secretary of Interior to prepare a long-term management plan for the Reserve with
the following management goal: "conserve and study the land, fish, wildlife, and forests
occurring on such land, while providing public recreation opportunities and other management
needs." The management plan has been developed to assure that human activities are compatible
with the ecological integrity and preservation of the Reserve's land, fish, wildlife, and forests.

The plan is intended to provide the basis for management of the Reserve for the next 10-
15 years. Ten management issues are addressed: watershed restoration; forest restoration;
recreation management - southern access, trail system, bicycle use, and equestrian use; special-
area designation - wilderness study areas, Wild and Scenic River, ecological reserve; and

management revenue. The preferred alternative provides for full-recontour watershed restoration.

moderate-intensity forest restoration, southern access confined to BLM tours, limited old-growth
contact experience with an expanded but not extensive trial system, no bicycle or equestrian use,



eunsworth
3

eunsworth

eunsworth
3-1


wilderness study area designation for unharvested areas. ecological reserve designation, and
BLM-sponsored tour user fees.

We commend the BLM and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) for a well
written management plan that clearly states the mandated purpose and need for the plan,
management goals, management direction, and implementation guidelines. Of note are the
detailed prioritization of required work (e.g., pg. 4-15), detailed resource monitoring and
evaluation plan, and consistency with the Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic Conservation Strategy
and Survey-and-Manage Species Guidelines.

EPA supports the proposed resource management plan and its focus on maintaining the
ecological integrity of the Reserve while assuring compatible and adequate public access and
recreation opportunities. We recommend consideration of a universal user fee in order to help
support and ensure rapid implementation of critical watershed and forest restoration activities.
We also suggest pursuing potential Native American interests in participation in interpretive
activities and in regards to traditional activities utilizing old-growth forest products (e.g., basket
weaving).

Based upon our review, we have rated the document Lack of Objections. Please refer to
the attached “Summary of Rating Definitions” for further details on EPA’s rating system. While
we support the proposed management plan, we note that the DEIS does not provide a lot of
evaluation of the potential effects of the no action alternative or of cumulative impacts. As stated
below, we recommend the Final EIS address these potential effects in more detail.

The condition of the Reserve under the interim management policy is the baseline/no
action alternative for measuring potential impacts of the alternatives. The DEIS states that the
impact of a proposed action on either ecosystem function or the human environment that
involves continuation of interim management (i.e., no action) would be considered in this
assessment to have no net effect (pg. 6-2). It is EPA's position that “no action” does not
necessarily equate with “no impact.” The evaluation of the status quo/no action should be in the
context of historical biological resource trends or actual on-the-ground environmental conditions.
It is possible for a continuing action to result in the continuation of an adverse ecological trend.
We recommend the Final EIS evaluate in more detail the environmental consequences of the “no
action” alternative and determine whether the continuation of the interim management policy
will contribute to a declining, stable, or improving environmental condition.

The DEIS also states that cumulative effects on ecosystem function are all beneficial,
thus, obviating the need for a specific discussion of cumulative effects (pg. 6-1). We note that the
National Environmental Policy Act specifically states that effects to be evaluated may “include
those resulting from actions which may have both beneficial and detrimental effects, even if on
balance the agency believes that the effect will be beneficial” [40 CFR Section 1508.8(b)]. We
recommend the Final EIS provide a separate section summarizing the potential beneficial and
adverse cumulative effects of the proposed management actions.

3-2

3-1
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. Please send two copies of the
Final EIS to the address above (Mail Code: CMD-2) when it is filed with EPA’s Washington,
D.C. office. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me or Laura Fujii, the primary
point of contact for this project. Laura Fujii can be reached at 415-972-3852 or
fujii.laura@epa.gov.

Sincerely,
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Attachments: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions

Filename: headwate.wpd
MI003422

cc:  BLM, Attn: Headwaters, Sacramento
Karen Kovacs, CDFG, Eureka
Phil Dietrich, USFWS, Arcata
Greg Bryant, NMFS, Arcata



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS Attachment to 3

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.
: "EO" (Environmental Objections)

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.
"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On theé basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF HUMBOLDT COUNTY

P. O. Box 3219, Eureka, CA 95502-3219 (707) 444-9252
vote@lwvhe.org www.lwvhe.org/vote

August 16, 2002

Headwaters
P.O. Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677

To whom it May Concern:

In a letter dated June 13, 2000, addressed to the Headwaters Forest Reserve Management Plan,
the League of Women Voters of Humboldt County (LWVHC) offered a number of comments
based on positions of the League of Women Voters of the United States and our local League
positions. In a review of the Bureau of Land Management and California Department of Fish
and Game's Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Headwaters Forest Reserve we found
that many of our comments have been addressed to our satisfaction in the Preferred Alternatives,
for which we are most appreciative.

4-1

The following are the Preferred Alternatives which are supported by League positions:
1A: Full-Recontour Watershed Restoration

2A: Moderate-Intensity Forest Restoration

4B: Limited Old-Growth Contact Experience

5C: No Bicycle Use

6C: No Equestrian Use

9A: Ecological Reserve Recommended

The following are those League comments for which we found very limited or no consideration:

LEAGUE COMMENT: Any increased use of the Northern access should take into consideration
the effect of increased traffic on Elk River Road.

LEAGUE OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: This comment is noted in Table 6-1 of the
Report as an Adverse Effect in the form of an "annoyance” to residents of Elk River Road. What
is not considered are the increased safety concerns along this road as well as increased wear on
the road surface. These factors should be considered as partial justification for instituting a small
user fee for the reserve, especially for the use of the Elk River Corridor Trail. Alternative 10A
"Universal User Fee" addresses this League recommendation.

LEAGUE COMMENT: A permitting process is recommended to regulate the number of visitors, 4-3
the points of access, the times and seasons of access, and the impact on popular areas.

The League of Women Voters, a nonpartisan political organization,
encourages the informed and active participation of citizens in government
and influences public policy through education and advocacy

@ printed on recycled paper
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LEAGUE OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: Large numbers of visitors, particularly
along the Elk River Corridor Trail where there will be designated picnic areas, has the potential
to cause significant degradation to the forest. The League continues to recommend that a
permitting process be instituted.

LEAGUE COMMENT: Dogs should not be allowed in the Reserve.

LEAGUE OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: On page 4-32 of the Report it is noted that
"Dogs would be allowed in the Reserve on leash or within voice control, consistent with existing
county ordinance, and only on the Elk River Corridor Trail. Depending upon levels of use, dog
owners may be required to pick up and dispose of dog waste." While the League continues to
recommend that dogs not be allowed in the Reserve, if dogs are allowed:

a. that decision should be reflected as a Preferred Alternative and addressed in Table 6-1:
Summary of Environmental Consequences; and

b. the requirements be:

- on a leash at all times

- owners clean up after their dogs (could have bags and disposal cans available)

- dogs only in Elk River Corridor Trail

- areview of the situation after 6 (12) months to re-evaluate the impact on the forest and on the
people using the trail.

LEAGUE COMMENT: User fees should not be ruled out, but if they are adopted, the fees
should be modest so that access is not limited.

LEAGUE OBSERVATION/RECOMMENDATION: The four Management Revenue
Alternatives given in the Report are: Universal User Fee, BLM-Sponsored Tour User Fee
(Preferred), Non-Tour User Fee and No Fees. The Report also notes in the findings of the
Federal Fee Demonstration Program (page 3-34) that "All of the federal participating agencies
report high public acceptance of the fee program. Approximately 90% of visitor respondents to
agency surveys said the level of fees is “about right' or ‘too low'." The League recommends
Alternative 10A: Universal User Fee as the Preferred Alternative and that the BLM-Sponsored
Tour charge a "Tour Fee" and not a "Tour User Fee."

We thank you for all the work which has been put into the preparation of the Draft RMP and
EIS/EIR and for the opportunity to review and offer our comments. We believe that citizen
input is very important, and we hope that you will consider our points carefully. We look
forward to seeing the final RMP and EIS/EIR for the Headwaters Forest Reserve.

by~ Sy

Nancy Kay, LWVHC President Rudy Ramp, LWVHC Natural Resources Director

Sincerely,

copies:.  LWVUS - Betsy Lawson, Senior Lobbiest
LWVC - Robin Tokmakian, Natural Resources

4-3
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PALco . THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY P.O. Box 37, Scotia, CA 95565  (707) 764-2222

September 6, 2002

Ms. Lynda J. Roush

Bureau of Land Management
Arcata Field Office

1695 Heindon Road

Arcata, CA 95521

Ms. Roush:
Re:  The Headwaters Forest Reserve Draft Resource Management Plan/EIR/EIS

The Pacific Lumber Company has reviewed the Headwaters Forest Reserve Draft
Resource Management Plan/EIR/EIS (Draft plan) and submits the following comments:

The general plan to manage the forest to enhance its habitat quality is sound. However,
your specific plan is flawed in at least three specific respects:

(1) BLM should conduct High-intensity forest restoration, not the lower intensity
operations you propose, to enhance the available marbled murrelet habitat as soon
as possible. Accelerated development of these stands will assist in the goals that 5-1
the draft plan projects; such high-intensity operations “would result in nearly
doubling the amount of quality nesting habitat for marbled murrelet and
increasing the viability of the murrelet population by reducing bird vulnerability
to natural and human-caused catastrophes.”

(1) Moreover, it is economically wasteful to simply fell trees and leave them on the

forest floor. The harvest and sale of these trees would produce funds that could 5-2
be used to supplement the funds available for conducting other activities across
the Reserve.
(iii)Leaving trees on the forest floor would be inconsistent with the President’s
forestry program and would increase the risk of catastrophic fire that would defeat 5-3

the whole purpose of the Headwaters project.

In our review of the management plan we have identified that the management goals for
the preserve include preserving and expanding the nesting habitat for the marbled
murrelet to the entire Reserve, exclusive of the Elk River corridor. One of the best ways 5-1
to promote further development of larger trees that are appropriate marbled murrelet cont.
habitat is to manage the stand using a treatment of “thinning from below” or harvesting
the smaller trees in the stand to eliminate competition and accelerate growth of the larger
trees. Such benefits are acknowledged in several places throughout the draft plan. But

Our forests, our future - 130 years and growirg
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Ms. Lynda J. Roush
September 6, 2002
Page 2

your draft plan presents Moderate-intensity forest restoration as the preferred alternative
to restore second-growth forests to achieve old-growth characteristic. This preference
was identified even though High-intensity forest restoration was considered and found to
have many similar advantages. We would recommend using High-intensity forest
restoration.

There were two main reasons given in the draft plan for the rejection of High-intensity
forest restoration; 1) there would be excess fuel build up and 2) these stands are not
“highly responsive to thinning.”

The issue of fuel build up is no small point, but you don’t take the point to its logical
conclusion. Regardless of the intensity of forest restoration that occurs, it is imperative
that fuel not be allowed to accumulate in these stands. High fuel loading exacerbates the
risk of catastrophic fire, as recognized in the President’s program. If an uncontrollable
wildland fire were to start in Headwaters Forest all current efforts and protections in
place for species would be negated. The entire stand could be destroyed and become
entirely valueless to the very resource that it is focused on protecting and enhancing.

Since fires in old-growth trees are particularly difficult to suppress it is even more
important to prevent the establishment of fires in these types of stands. Fire in the
overstory of old-growth stands results in direct effects to the marbled murrelet habitat by
reducing it. Whereas, fire that eliminates the understory of old-growth stands is more
indirect in that it increases marbled murrelet predation vulnerability. All issues
associated with fire would be addressed and benefited by reducing the fuel loading of the
area so that if a fire starts it has a lower probability of becoming uncontrollable and
establishing in old-growth trees. Fuel build up would be greatly reduced by harvesting
and selling the trees. Leaving them on the ground is non-sensical, because selling them
not only will reduce fire risks but also provide needed revenue that could assist in paying
for the expenses associated with decommissioning roads and other management activities
throughout the Reserve. This type of reasoning underlies President Bush’s new plan for
preventing catastrophic fires on Federal lands.

Addressing the idea that these stands are not “highly responsive to thinning,” this position
is simply in error and inconsistent with other sections of the draft plan which state, “[t]he
Reserve has extremely high capability for rapid growth and development of large trees,”
as well as, “In a study where thinning in second-growth redwood/Douglas-fir was
conducted at four intensities, Oliver et al. (1994) found significant increases in growth
parameters as thinning intensity increased, and he noted that leave trees responded with
increased growth rates that correlated well with the intensity of thinning.” Both of these
quotes accurately reflect our experience in this geographic area and both statements
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contradict the reasons given for eliminating high intensity management from
consideration.

Management of these stands is vital as recognized in the draft plan: “Stand density
manipulation will be used to achieve old-growth forest attributes within shorter
timeframes than in unmanaged stands. Some unmanaged stands may never attain desired
old-growth characteristics due to the deleterious effects of high density on crown
development and growth rates.” The resulting benefits of management are also
documented in the draft plan,

For harvested stands in the Reserve, it is anticipated that thinning would
accelerate the development of favorable structural characteristics from
100-200 years in untreated stands to approximately 50 years in treated
stands. The actual benefit would depend on the thinning program adopted
(24 or 2B). Thinning of trees in shrub-sapling stands in seed-tree harvested
stands could result in the development of old-growth stand characteristics
within 30 years. Pole harvested stands could begin to develop these
characteristics in 15-30 years, and such characteristics would begin to
develop in the shrub-sapling stands within 30-50 years. The development of
old-growth characteristics, both of individual trees and communities, would
result from the retention of dominant trees and elimination of slower growth
individuals, faster tree growth by selected dominant trees as they are
released from competition for sunlight and moisture, fuller development of
tree crowns, and variable spacing allowing light penetration. Proper sizing
and topographic placement of the openings would result in increased side
lighting and the retention of side branches of selected dominant trees,
important features of old-growth forests. Variable spacing would increase
species richness by creating opportunities for plant colonization and by
contributing woody debris to the forest floor. The more diverse plant
communities that are created would be more resistant to catastrophic
influences.

The draft plan provides all of the evidence and rationale as to why it is prudent and
efficient to use High-intensity forest restoration and harvest the trees for profit to benefit
the Reserve. We suggest that you modify the management plan to integrate these
approaches.
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
THE PACIFIC LUMBER COMPANY
C ANTHONY
Vice President — Resources

CA:ds



R Comments on the
Headwaters Forest Reserve Draft Resource Management Plan/EIS/EIR
Released May 2002 by the Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Dept. of the Interior
st and California Department of Fish and Game - -

Submitted by the Bay Area Coalition for Headwaters
and the Environmental Protection Information Center

September 5, 2002

We welcome the opportunity to participate in the planning process for the precious pieceof
Headwaters Forest that is now in public hands. The Bay Area Coalition for Headwaters (BACH) was

formed in 1993 specifically to conduct public education and outreach in the San Francisco Bay Area |
regarding Headwaters Forest. The mission of BACH is to educate and build support in the Bay Area

and other urban areas for the preservation of a biologically viable redwood forest.

BACH recognizes with appreciétioﬁ the quantltyand quality of the WOrk'cai'fied oﬁt_b'y th‘ebAréa'tta o

Field Office staff of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) overseeing this planning process. We are
relieved and happy to be able to support so many of the proposals in”%é Draft Management Plan
(DMP) released by BLM in May 2002. o o o

We also want to express appreciation to BLM staff for the information they have ﬁi‘bVidéd,\th'e very
helpful communication that has taken place throughout the planning process and particularly for the .

time staff spent setting up and participating in hikes with interested planning process participantsin

order to explore issues of the Preserve in detail.

We refer here to the acreage in question, that BLM calls the Headwaters Reserve, as the Headwaters

Preserve, as.we always have. We uirge adoption of the name Headwaters Forest PRESERVE by theBLM,

as it better represents stated management goals and reflects the prioritization of preservationand -
recovery of habitat. State of California legislation authorizing funding for purchase of the 7472 acres.
refers to the (then pending) acquisition as the Headwaters Forest Preserve, saying it “shall hereafter be
known as the Headwaters Forest Preserve.” (AB 1986) The way the Preserve is represented to the
public, who will not benefit from reading the details of the Management Plan, and the public’s .

understanding of why this piece of forest was purchased, will end up being an importantpartof .~

meeting the management goals. It was not purchased because we nieed more redwood forest

recreational areas. It was purchased to preserve the habitat. The portrayal of the intent in the name

goes a long way toward helping the public understand the management priorities. -

The goal of Headwaters Preserve Iﬁairzl_a_g’éméir_it,v_aé established ij’_fiédetaj. legislation is “To conserveand

study the land, fish, wildlife and forests occurring on such land while providing public recreation opportunities .

and [meeting] other management needs.”

We refer to the definition of conserve as outlined in the Endangered Species Act: | .

“To use, and the use of, all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring anyendangered

species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to [the ESA] are no.

longer necessary,” 16 U.S.C. § 1532 (3). We look forward to long term management goals that focus on’
preservatio '

longer necessary.” . .

As BLM recognized in its news release of March 19, 1999, the management plan developed for'the * *

Headwaters Preserve should “focus primarily on preservation of the unique natural resources which led to the
public acquisition, including the old growth redwoods, habitats for threatened and endangered species and the .

watershed and streari values.” The traisfer to public ownership of this 7/472-acre parcel caméas the =~
result of more than 12 years of concerted effort by several non-profit organizations and thousands of *

individuals, as well as public figures and agencies. That effort “rescued” the land, in effect, from

corporate profit-driven management and was carriéd out in recognition of the fremendous valte of
Headwaters Forest as a refuge for wildlife and plants that have seen their habitat severely fragmented, .

aegfaaea ana greawy redauced. Therefore, any management plan must 1¥sE and foremost e a

ni and recovery of species s that as stated above, measures pursuant to the ESA arenio”
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conservation strategy ‘ ased ‘ot thepnnmplesofconservatlon blologyConservatxonblologyrehes on
the principles of ecology, studying: biodiversity and the dynamies of extinction, and differs from other
natural resource fields such as wildlife management, fisheries and forestry by accenting ecology over
economics. T T T S O

Comments on SPeciﬁc}s"tééﬁi‘ihs anél dtématives:
WATERSHED RESTORATION ~ © = 7

We support the preferred watershed restoration alternative 1A: Full Contour Watershed Restoration.
It is of utmost importance that alternatives chosen are ‘ones that promote recovery. Road removal and
restoration will reduce risk to species and also aid in recovery. We support the watershed restoration ' *
work currently being carried out within the Preserve, and the forest restoration work proposéd in'the ™
DMP. The management goal of the draft plan to reverse cumulatively significant adverse effects’of
timber harvesting and road building is a necessary requirement for the long-term protectionand . . ..
restoration of the ecosystems and endangered species within the Preserve. While supporting the road
removal and restoration, and recognizing that these erosion control treatments have béen shown to
significantly reduce sediment delivery from logging roads following rélatively high-intensity storms
(Madej, 2001), we are concerned that these restoration treatments themselves can ‘inflict shorter-term = -
damage. We would like to see a management strategy that includes water quality monitoring for .
impacts that might be caused by restoration activities. If adverse impacts are detected, management = .
strategies could then be adapted to minimize those while still pursuing thé goal of road removal and’
restoratién; R A A1 R RS S R -,' ‘ ) Ll R

The channel of the Little South Fork of the Elk River is obstructed by sediment and other debris,
forming a barrier to the upstream migration of anadramous fish. The BLM should consider this irithe”
management plan and try to‘answer these questions: If thé obstruction were remmoved, would the areas -
upstrear provide useful habitat for anadramous fish species? What would it take to remove the
obstruction? Would removal of the obstraction cause an adverse impact that outweighs the benefit of
itsremoval? R TR T

Although long-term goals aré valid, the short-term adverse impacts are riot adequately addressed.
Work such s layin adciionalrockon reamsidesto dal it the téep gradientonstrems
particularly when crossings are being taken out, may néed to be done, There should be monitoring of |

impacts from the restorationwork. T

Understanding the limitations placed by logistics and funding availability (affecting the time frame for
restoration work), we recommiend rhinimizing the use of hedvy equipment when possible, in order to -

minimize downstream sedimentation and accompanying effects on aquatic species, " -

_FOREST RESTORATION "~

The Preserve contains are ¢ past timber harvesting caused unnatural disturba
Consequently, in order to restore the old growth ecosystems, some human intervention is fieces:
The moderate intensity restoration option has a balance between restoration and letting natural =~ !
processes operate. Therefore we support the preferred alternative: 1A Moderate-Intensity Forest
‘Resunaﬁon'"ynuwv;:'wﬁhcvnw- e T e T T T e e g b Vst T

The forest restoration actiyities in the plan do not appear to be connected with any monitoring of their _
effects on endangeréd species. Implermenting moniforing along with the réstoration work would help
to better guide management activities towards the goal of species and ecosysterh restoration,

We would also like to express our sipport for two particular aspects of the

gensi..t%-'ﬁmahag ment treatments will not yield commercial forest products,

e\use r:l.!‘z:--.'.;_-. _ ‘ ;.‘:.: ;} -,’: B ' ERETE I ' BAEY R ‘.‘f:-r‘ SR
T I S I IR ¥ HEAER: ‘
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It is necessary that adequate fundmg be made avallable in order to fully 1mp1ement both the : f: . |es8

Watershed and Forest Restoration alternatives.: . . s i cont.
'RECREATION MANAGEMENT
TRAIL SYSTEM e

‘_.

As acknowledged i the DMP (6—39) in all the altematlves tralls in the Preserve ‘pose’ two slgmflcant =
impacts that are fairly unavoidable giveri human habits: dispersed:humarn consumption of food, with:
the resulting discarded food s¢raps that will attract corvids, and noise from humaf presence. The‘inore
serious of these by far is corvid attraction, because corvids are well-known predators of marbled
murrelets (see Impacts to Wildlife Specxes Marbled Murrelets, below). As revealed in visitor surveys o
alréady conducted by-BLM, food litter is already a problein oritrails: Accordingly, we: opposé most trail
access-and support keeping.incursions by hikers at an absolute minimum, or conflmng thelr access to
the areas that are not current nor high-potential marbled murrelet habitat.- ’ =
Noise disturbanicé is animpact that must be considered. USFWS considers the zone of potentlal 6-10
disturbance to marbled murrelets and spotted owls caused by trails to generally extend 0.25mile
beyond the trails (USFWS, as cited in DMP, 6-39). Both the Salinon Creek trail'and the Little South
Fork Elk River trail are within 0.25 miles of occupied marbled murrelet habitat (fig. 6-3, DMP) and are -
open to the public during marbled murrelet nesting season. BLM proposes to minimize impacts by
prohibiting overnight camping and employing backcountry’ rangers to eriforce restrictions. While we
are in strong agreement with: a proh1b1t10n on' overmght campmg, we do not con31der pohcmg to be o
adequate mltlgatton S . : B

,,,,,,

Activities that generate Iarge amounts o‘f TI0ise or create sngmﬁcant wsual d1srupt10ns are most hkely to f
affect marbled murrelets and may lead to take through harm and harassment. (“...marbled miirrelets
are likely to be taken in the terrestrial environment as a result of any activities that...(2) impair essent1a1
behaviors by adversely affecting octupied or unsurveyed suitable breeding' habitat.” MMRP, pg: 100).
Due'to the s1gn1ﬁcant lack of disturbance-ielated information on marbled murrelets, it shouldbe
assumed that any amount of dlsturbance Would result in negahve 1mpacts (MMRP pg 103).

In summary, due to potent1a1 1mpacts on marbled murrelets from recreation, the already fragmented
nature of the wildlife habitat, and the desire to illustrate to the public that this is a refuge for wildlife,
we recommend minimizing trail extent, use and access in every way possible. Recreational use of
potentlally sultable habltat for the murrelet could adverseiy affect the recovery of the s‘pec1es '

TRAT, SYSTEM: SOUTHERN ACCESS

Approxunately 60% of the Salmon Creek watershed is w1thm 0. 25 rmles of a marbled murrelet nestmg '
site, the distance within which the USFWS estimates that human ‘activity may adversely afféct nesting -
behavior (DMP, 3-19, from USFWS 2000). Due to this proximity of marbled murrelet nesting sites and
the good potential for additional marbled murrelet habitat in this particular area, we recommend | 6-11
closure of Salmon Creek access (Alt. 3 C); at least until such time that the marbled murrelet -
population recovers to the point that'it is not in decline. We also recommend th1$ closure in order to St
reduce the threat of corvid predation. : '

Public'access s should be confined to the Elk River trail. We' strongly oppose Alternative 3A’ (Southern
Access available to individaal vehicles). If a final management plan allowing southern access is
adopted and is found to be legal, sotithern access should be allowed only'y under the ptovxswns of
altematlve 3B Southern Access conﬁned to BLM docent-led tours ‘
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In addition, according to the MMRP, one of the three key components in developing the strateiy; for
marbled murrelet nesting habitat on Federal lands is! “stabilization or improvement of nésting habitat
through protection of all occupied sites (both current and future).” (MMRP). & .7 . cng i P o Lot

Because the Preserve contains all of the headwaters of Salmon Creek, the watershed has a favorable
chance of recovering from its present degraded state, the result of the subjéction 6f 65% of the
watershed to heavy logging and roading by the previous owner. The Salmon Greek watershed contains
up to one third of the old growth forest in the Preserve, and so contains great potential for wildlife
habitat once restoration is carried out. Industrial forest lands:downstream of the Preserve, where. ;- .-
salmon and steelhead are found, haveirecently initiated-road decommissioning. {DMP, 3-6) We believe ;.
“stabilization and improvement of nesting habitat” is helped by keeping recreational useout, .. .. . ;-

R T LR EELE 4 SRV SR LE NS CPRCT AP ds 5 S SRRTEE S (UL TE LN S SRR LTS b 5 MR P =t PSRN S PPN IR &
We believe Alternative 3.C is consistent, with the legislation autherizing creation of the Preserve.., . -
becatuise that legisl 1

islation.requires “adequate provision being made for public access to the -pmpex;tyfﬁﬁ(refﬁ.
to *8 of b, sec 501 of titlé V-of DOLa fpw&) The Elk River.trail provides adequate public access,and .- .-
satisfies the statutory preconditions for the acquisition..- - v «in sigsiwnm v 00 nei e

The use of the:Salmon;Pass trail, which follows an unnamed tributary. to Salmon Creek for about one _-
mile along;an abandoned logging road, presents several problems;While.it is, in some cases, better to ..
use existing logging roads;rather.than constructing new trails;'the road used for the Salmon trail isin . ...
need of extensive maintenance. . .. .oc - f o e : T I

E)

! EH
A A

N R BRI LY SR SRR E .
The Salmon Pass trail also crosses.many.other old roads, some of them skid trails leading directly into.. -
the ancient forest. The;expectation that hikers.will stick to, trails is unrealistic, and hikers departing i ..»::
from trails present a significant problem through incursions into the fragile old growth habitat. We .. .: ,
understand that this is one of the reasons for providing docent tours on the Salmon Pass trail, and at
the time, we felt BLM was to be lauded for.choosing this alternative to a permitting system. But.there -

are ftwo problems:with thi

LN N

1. Though hikers who:are on the docent tours would be prevented from going off-tral during the ., .
docent led hikes themselves, there is the potential for people to.come back unescorted to the same ..

trail. That this is a potential problem was reinforced by our encounter of unescorted, unpermitted ..

hikers with an unleashed dog on this trail during our hike with BLM staff in August of 1999. This
was before the southern portion of Preserve.was ever.open o hikers, and the hikers.claimed to be ..

vvvvv

upaware of therules.. . =y vl oo
provide docent tours, this trail would already be in public use, and pressure to continue access
would be present.

If a trail exists (particularly if it is the only access to old growth forest), people will use it to enter
unescorted. The docent hikes were part of an interim management plan to provide limited access. Now
that the Final Management.Plan is being developed, and.a better alternative in Lower South Fork is,
being developed, the southern portion of the Preserve can be closed in order to better fulfill the habitat
preservation goals. . B N L e

network of roads still exists.and the hiking trails are on:sites.of old skid roads, this is a pathway for ..
them into the old growth and occupied habitat. O R

At the northern access to the Preserve, problems can even be expected with South Fork Elk River trail, .
as noted in the survey regarding effects on murrelets in DMP (6-37): “Picnic sites ... in the Elk River.

corridor..., [are] relatively distant from the old growth groves. Nevertheless, corvids attracted to the, ..
corridor for feeding would be able to easily probe into the central portions of the Preserve; Tothe, .’ .

B (RS EENCRES

degree that behavior of hiker cannot be controlied, the discarding of food wastes at any location along

- 7. . Headwaters Draft Management Plan Comments ﬁge4 '

the trails system must be anticipated.” Noting that “there may be some unquantified, unmitigated
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adverse impacts,” (6-38) BLM acknowledges that a risk to murrelets from predation from any and all
hiking access exists. This risk can and should be eliminated by closing the southern access.”

Therefore, due to the proximity of murrelet sites to the Salmon Creek trail, the expectation of corvid

problems resulting from use of that trajl, the value of the Salmon Creek watershed in its entlretyr

and the access the Salmon Creek trail potentially provides to the main Headwaters Grove, =
particularly if docent tours are suspended at any time, we strongly recommend closure of the
Salmon Creek trall to the pubhc (Altematnve 3C) R o C SR

Regardlng proposals for plcmc 31tes

Four picnic sates are proposed as’ shown in ﬁgure 4—2 in. the DMP all in the Elk Rlver tra11 corndor
Although BLM states that visitors will be “encouraged to contain food items in designated picnic s1tes
and to pack out food,” there is no way to guarantee all visitors will do this. Visitors to the Preserve
have already reported litter problems in surveys to BLM, and these will only worsen. Picnic sites on
trails in the Preserve are inappropriate, as they will inevitably be repositories for.food scraps, brmgmg
in predator spec1es that present a mgmﬁcant nsk to the murrelet populat:on S :

There should be plcmc tables ONLY at the stagmg area. If there are benches for hlkers along Elk Rlver ;

trail, they should be benches only, not tables. Picnic tables are a clear invitation for people to brmg food
into the Preserve and this should be discouraged in every way pos31ble e

There should be provisions for frequent trash pick-ups at intervals deemed appropnate based on
visitor volume. There should be wildlife-proof trash containers for visitors' use, with signs encouraging
the deposit of any food residues. There should be more interpretive information regarding risks to
marbled murrelet population from recreational activity, and in particular from improperly discarded
food scraps’ attracting corvids. The language used in BLM’s brochure and signs at the Elk River Road
kiosk are a good start; but more information should be provided to visitors. In the Preserve:we have an-
opportunity to measure the impacts to marbled murrelets in an area where there has not been
recreational activity, and where that activity and its concomitant effects are kept to a minimum from
the beginning. Wildlife managers have encountered problems at areas such as Big Basin State Park, an
important murrelet area that is suffering from the impacts of recreational access. In fact, there.are -
efforts underway in Big Basin to move some campgrounds that are directly under:nest trees and
directly effect endangered murrelets. (personal conversation with biologist David Suddjian, 8/14/02).

The “possibility” of a Visitor Center is mentioned in the DMP (6-27), a possibility we oppose. We
would instead like to explore theidea of integrating local experts who have worked on Headwaters
Forest preservation into Preserve educatlonal programs - R

We would like to see primitive facnhtles at the Elk River traﬂhead that prov1de for basm ws1tor needs
The ex1st1ng parking area;, accessible toilet facilities; educational kiosks and picnic tables are sufficient.
There is neither demand nor need for amenities or-more developed facilities at the Elk River trail,
except for additional educational information. There is public support for rmmmal development and f
facilities that 1llustrate the goal of rmmmal 1mpact on wﬂdhfe habltat : o

In summary, because we have the opportumty to start out vmth a landscape fa1rl unaffected by
recreational use, we strongly recommend confining any picnic facilities at all to the staging area——-the
Elk River trailhead near the'parking lot and the klOSk We oppose any plC[\lC tables at sxtes further
down the trail as shownon map4-2.. : . -
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| TRAILSYSTEM: OLD GROWTH CONTACT -

BACH recommends Alternative 4 C: No Significant Old Growth contact experience and maximum ' '
preservation of old growth forests, while at the same time $upporting a limited re-routed Little:: t:i:
South FOl'kElkRiverh'ail‘(see b‘elow); o P P S T G st e

This alternative is consistent with the legislation authorizing creation 'of the Preserve because:that::: . =
legislation requires “adequate provision being made for public access to the property” (HR 2107-68
DOI Appropriation. Appendix C). Access to the riparian habitats and second growth forests of the
Preserve fulfills the mandate of “adequate provision” becatise “adequate”; irt its:definition means'1.
sufficient to a specific requirement, or barely sufficient or satisfactory 2. lawfully and reasonably sufficient
(Merriam-Webster English dictionary). Since there are no further stated legal requirements.or other. . -
specific requirements.that public access provisions would be measured against; adequacy canbe '
measuredin general terms. -~ - © L oo o e e g gl U b
Moreover; the goals-established by Congress (1998 Interior Appropriations Bill, quoted 2-2:in DMP) are :
to “conserve and study the land, fish, wildlife, and forests occurring on'such land, while providing public. -+ -,
recreation opportunities and other management needs.” Congress also directed that the plan guide general
management of the Headwaters Forest and address: the following management issues: | - = .. :; o
* scientific research on forests, fish, wildlife and other such activities that shall be fostered and - . . .
permitted on the Headwaters Forest;
providing recreation opportunities ‘on the Headwaters Forest; . o oofunne g e o1
* .-access to the Headwaters Forest; - . /o oo 00 v et ot e T
construction of minimal necessary facilities within the Headwaters Forest so:as to maintain the.~
ecological integrity of the Headwaters Forest;. i “wric o o o pnitidns oy T Lo v
. -'other:manage'mehtneeds. A T BT PO P HIIREL SRR IU U IR PRI ERTRTEF RN
¢ .an annual budget for management of the Headwaters Forest;, which:shall include a projected: . * - .
revenue schedule (such as fees for research and recreation) and projected expenses: - == = ..o

The rlegislativevdirection’mandates a Q‘Mérarchys of prioritiesin land management, in wfﬁch:-;eSOu;gef i
conservation; maintenance of ecological integrity, and research are the primary purposesof creating - ;..
the [P]reserve. Recreation, facilities. development, and management needs must be subordinate to this

i

primary purpose.” (from Chapter 2, DMP, emphasis added) <+ : oo e v s gk

Meeting public access'goals should not conflict with management goals described in the Forest.- .~ -
Restoration section: “Restore second-growth forests to achieve old-growth characteristics. Adjacency to
existing undisturbed old growth systems further elevates priority. This restoration would serveto - -
expand the size and effectiveness of core areas of optimal habitat” (4-18)

We oppose 4A and 4B (Extensive Old-Growth.Contact and Limited Old-Growth Contact Experience, -
respectively). Although 4B, BLM’s preferred-alternative, is much sounder than 4A, providing access to
old growth groves from both the north and south is unnécessary and poses significant risk to nesting -
marbled murrelets. As noted in DMP(6-29); alternative 4C still allows access to the riparian zone but- .
maximizes protection of the ecosystem integrity. Though eliminating the public’s opportunity to
experience the old growth ecosystems for which the Preserve was acquired, as noted by the DMP (6-- .
29); we maintain that the old growth qualities. “for which the public-acquired” the Preserve lie in its value -
as habitat for endangereéd and threatened. wildlife. The noted-adverse impact of “displeasing visitors” is
minor compared to loss of species populations, and pleasing visitors'is not within the scope of the ...~ ..
management goals.

The potential impacts were analyzed with the assumption that people will stay on the marked trails.
While many people have been sensitized to the fragility of the old growth forest, a wide variety of
people can be expected to visit this area. As noted above, it is wholly unrealistic to expect that everyone

will foltow siens to the letter: stav on the trait and strictly folow rules; such as a prohibition on
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bringing food into the area. Examples abound of areas that have been trampled and compatted,
wildlife that has been frightened: away by potential observers, and ateas and species that have been_ . -
“loved to death.” Transgressions by well-meaning visitors could have significant impact. Even greater.
impact could come from unaware visitors who assume their one orange peel could not possibly
endanger a bird nesting high in the canopy, or who assume they have the “right” to hike through a
creek for a better look at a particularly large tree: Keeping visitors out of the old growth with sufficient
explanation provides an opportunity forimportant publiceducation. .= = ... el

_In summary, recognizing the difficulty in balancing a mandate for public access and a high degree of -
protection for old growg habitat, we maintain the least-risk solution is to restrict access to old growth
areas right from the beginning, so that expectations of recreationists not aware of habitat vulnerabilities
are not raised. Portray this area as a wildlife preserve, and do not include access to old growth as a
recreational goal.

- RECREATIONAL-ACCESS:: . R EO R
-+ RE-ROUTING OF LITTLE SOUTH FORK ELK RIVER TRAIL: .

We greatly appreciate the sensitivity‘with:which BLM has approached the assessment of the re-routing
of the Little South Fork Elk River (LSF) trail. After becoming more fully oriented to problems with the .
existing LSF trail, we stand in full support of.decommissioning that trail, which runs along an old skid
road, for the sake of protectifig the-watershed and preventing unauthorized incursions into the main -
old tlglrowth grove. While the initial section of the new (proposed) LSF trail is along an old skid road and
on the western border of the Preserve, we would propose that the trail loop only into the
northwesternmost portion of the old growth island to the north of the main grove. It should then loop
back to the skid road trail and hot penetrate‘as far'into.the old growth as the map in the DMP *-
illustrates. It is difficult to be precise as to coordinates, since the illustration in the DMP is only a fairly
generalized location, and proposals from the Redwoods Community Action Agency (RCAA) trails
feasibility study have not yet been received, but we believe the bottom loop should follow the contours
of the terrain so that hikers are led out of the old growth. From our reading of the map, our suggestion
is that thisishould-occur at around the 1300-footlevel. - = - e AT :

We would like to know when the RCAA proposal is to be received by BLM. Will the public be given.an
opportunity to review the suggested routes prior to a trail proposal in the final Management Plan? We -
would like to be able to review the trail feasibility study in order to offer.our comments. .~ .- .. -
To explain trail routes to the public; there should be more detailed interpretive displays and perhaps
interpretive programs with a more in-depth explanation of murrelet pop_ulations,.lfabits, nesting season
and vulnerabilities. We at the Bay Area Coalition for Headwaters and other non-profits could assistin
developing such programs and materials. We will address this subject in a later communication to

We note in the DMP that a spotted owl site is located on-the proposed Little South Fork trail (see fig. 3-
7). The impact of the trail on this spotted owl site.is not addressed. Given that the stated “desired - -
outcome includes provisions for recreation access to the Preserve at times:and in locations:that do not
significantly adversely affect activities of old-growth dependent species” (DMP, 4-3) and that a stated
management goal is “protection of existing habitat and expansion of suitable habitat for nesting, -~
roosting, foraging and dispersal habitat at the réserve.” (DMP, 4-7), the location. of a trail that traverses .
through a spotted owl nest site (DMP, fig..3-7) could adversely affect the population of Northern- - - .
Spotted Owls in the Preserve and surrounding area. ' R

Again we note that Preserve goals include restoring second growth forest to achieve old growth
characteristics, and that in regard to the stated priority of areas adjacent to existing undisturbed old
growth systems, the DMP states that adjacency “further elevates priority!” (4-18). The Little South Fork
area fits these criteria. _ ST e o ,
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In addition, 1500-acres.in.the Upper Little'South Fork watershed are covered with high quality: virgin
old growth (3-6), and protocol-level surveys have not been conducted in the Lower Little:South Fork ' .
Elk River watershed. For all ‘of these reasons, we strongly support the decommissioning of the existing
Little South:Fork traili-: - foo e oo b ot 00 e e e, e
[ B " o "_,f',“v:f”'l B T N R I LIRS ¥ INPTR RS SR LTS Lo theEerE oI e ageinre 6'14
In'summary, we recommend the proposed re-route-on the old (existing) skid trail on the border of the | cont.
Preserve, but we recommend shortening the loop as the trail travels south from that skid trail; limiting -
access to the old growth to the very edge. We would like to continue to work with BLM on a proposed
route once the RCAA informatioit is available. This position constitutes gualified support of one i1+ |
component of Alternative 4B (re-routing of the LSF trail), while:supporting Alternative 4C.+3 i =rowe

St

S . s PRSI -
T S R R A - S PR

RECREATIONAL ACCESS: DOGS

The DMP states that dogs would be allowed on the Elk River trail on‘a’leash or withit voice control (4~
32). The presence of any dogs isinappropriate;and inconsistent with the purposes of the Headwaters
Forest Preserve. The mere sound and smell of a canine terrorizes wildlife; the forest becomes silent
when there is a dog in the vicinity: This; in turn, denies humans:the expetience.of wildlife.The ;- - .. | 6-15
presence.of.dogs in the Preserve would also:impact the experierce:and enjoymient s of those persons : : .
intimidated by dogs. Here too violation of rules must be taken into.account, with:the-expectation that . .,
dogs will be allowed by somie owners to run free; further; compromising habitat. We strongly-oppose . -
any off-leash dogs anywhere in the,Preserve....1.. - TR (o Toemr s By

R T N

e

" RECREATIONAL ACCESS: UNIVERSAL ACCESSTRAIL.

The first segment of the Elk River Trail should be the Universal Access. .. iis
We oppose siting the Universal Access trail at-Alicia Pass ds shown in Map 5-1. SR

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, 20 U.S.C. Sec. 794; and the Department of Interior’s implementing
regulations, 43 C.F.R. Part 17, require “meaningful” access to federally funded “programs and
activities” and prohibit.operaticn of any:federal or federally funded>program or activity that has:the - . /
effect of excluding disabled people. If construed very:broadly;i.e. as:the “program” of providing - -
recreational access to old-growth forests in general, the Department of Interior and Department of Fish -
and Game have probably provided “meaningful” access in Redwood National Park. For the reasons
stated, we oppose all human access to old growth areas; but we encourage the BLM and DFG to ensure | 6-16
that the areas where access is.appropriate are accessible to persons with disabilities, as required by law.
Perhaps'some portion of the Elk River Trail could satisfy this.requirement. . .~ .inl=rve 00
Other accessible old growth coastal redwood forest exists in: SR
Henry Cowell State Park, Big Basin State Park, Oregon Redwoods, Muir Woods National Monument,
Prairie Creek State Park; Armstrong'Redwoods State Park, Sammuel P; Taylor State Park, Purisima Creek
Redwoods Opert Space Presetve, Portola Redwoods State Park, Humboldt:Redwoods State Park, !+ -
Jedediah Smith State Park and Van Duzen River-county:parks, «« s« wsi 0 o i
In summary; we recommend the:view that the-only appropriate siting-of a:Universal Access trail is on -
the Elk River trail; which already has pavement and width to accommodate that access. Principle-.: ::.-
access in-the Preserveis to riparian .hagitat; so access’at the Elk River trail would provide forequal - -
access. B A N A I LI T

. RECREATIONALACCESS BICYCLE, EQUESTRIAN USE .-

We support BLM’sv-ﬁi?eféited alternatives 5C and 6C: No bicycle or eqﬁéétrian' access in'the Preserve:: | o 17
Mountain bike and equestrian use have the potential to gﬂt‘xse significant adverse environmental *
impacts, such as increased erosion and soil compaction. They can destroy vegetation, degrade water
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quahty, and chsrupt the nahve vegetatwe balance by mtroducmg and spreadmg invasive non—natwe

We support the BLM position on prohibiting horses in the Preserve for many reasons, mcludmg those

1mpacts cited in the DMP, It is not possible forhorses to “leave no trace.” Certainly horse feces, degrade :

the:hyman experience. Sharing trails with horses intimidates humans and, exposes them to tetanus. -
through contact with horse manure. Horse feces carry:seeds and provide a vector avenue for. nwaswe
non-native plants.; ;In-addition, corvids search feces for ﬁood, (Roth etal, 1999) Equestnan use; demands
much greater trail maintenance. It would detract from the stated management goals, and moreover,
there is, currently , _-.parkmg for horse traxlers (nor should there bg') B STSISE Bpey MPRIE

The cumulatwe lmpacts of these mtruswns are unneeessary in that sufﬁuent alternatxves already exxst .

near the Preserve. The following nearby public lands — some of which are underutlhzed prov1de
mountam blkers and equestrians wlth aredwood forest .ecosystem experience: ... oo
Redwood National Park
Humboldt Redwoods State Park. - B R o T TR T P HS AV SRS ST SO
: Prairig, Creek-Redwoods State. Park B TR I VOIS SO S IR VIS
ngRangeNatronalConservatlonArea BT T T A
Sinkyone Wilderness.State Park:; P e L UL I AUPTLRE S TS PP
Jedediah Smith-Redwoods State Park ST e e :

These 6 parks comprise more than 240 00() acres of redwood forest w1th more than 100 mﬂes of tra11s
open-to.mountain bikers and equestrians. Headwaters Forest was.acquired to.protect and preserve the
ecological values of this.unique, ecosystem Mountaln blkmg and equestrlan use could have a profound
detnmentaleffectonthatgoal Ll e B e mere L copberigen ot o e

In: addltlon to the parks hsted above the followmg pubhc lands also accommodate mountam blkes and
equestnans . ; RTINS b _ S Y

Six- Rlvers Nattonal Forest

Smith River N ahonal Recreatxon Area

Tolowa.Dunes  : » e,

Sequoia Park

Arcata Commumty Forest

MattoleBeach - TN e e T TR PN P CofEesd Tl

Iioneydenfchnq&aound :;ﬁ;af_afa-v_a%rr;irrc,':trsy, RO T O ST VR S N
- -Nadelos Recreation Site - G e e L Ly e e

Wallakl Recreatton S;lte

.....

Old Growth forest expenence is also avaﬂable in Van Duzen County Parks Tooby Memonal Park
Freshwater County Park and A.W. Way County Park

In summary, we fully support BLM’s preferred alternattves 5C and 6C We would hke to see RIS
information provided either through the BLM or at the Preserve ltself regardmg other recreatlonal
opportumtles avallable nearby to blcychsts and equestnans SRR , RATI

IMPACTS ON ENDANGERED PLANT SPECIES
The Headwaters Preserve is homieto a trillium of particular concern (Trillium Ovatum) that is not on
BLM'’s list of plant species of concern. In addition, there have not been adequate plant surveysin the
Preserve, which means there may well be endangered plant species within it that have not yet been
discovered; There are also endangered plants 1dent1ﬁed as spec1es needmg class1ﬁcatlon as: survey and:
manage spemesknowntobehvmgmthearea B O T P SEPE P PRI
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IMPACT OF PROPOSED ACTIVITY ON THREATENED AND ENDANGERED : -

SPECIES: AQUATIC SPECIES

One of the many species deserving specral consxderatlon izt the management scheme is the coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutch). The ¢oho, together with its close relatives, chinook salmon (O tsuwytschu) and
steelhead trout (O. mykiss), is listed as “threatened” pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act. 62
Fed Reg. 24588, May 6, 1997. Federal statutes and regulation currently prolublt activities that resultin: a
“take" of coho. (16 U.S.C. § 1532 (g);'62 Fed Reg: '38479; July 18, 1997. “Take”-is defined as “to harass;"
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect; or to attempt to engage i any such

conduct” (16 U.S.C. § 1532 (19)). Federal regulahon further defines “harm” as “an act which actually

kills or injures fish'or wildlife. Such an act may includé significant habitat modification or degradauon :
which actually kills or injures fish or wildlife by 31gmﬁcantly impairing esseiitial behavioral patterns;
including breeding, spawning; rearing, migrating, feeding or sheltering.” (50 C.F.R. § 222:102; 64 Fed::
Reg. 60731.

Coho are present in the South Fork Elk River, the uppermost portion’of which onglnates in the
northeastern corner of the Headwaters Forest Preserve. The Little South Fork Elk River, an 1mp0rtant ’
and nearly pristine tributary, also has its headwaters in the Preserve.'Dr. Peter Moyle, aworld- "
renowned expert on salmonid biology, has declared that the South Fork Elk Riveris one of the mOSt
important rivers remaining in California for wild, naturally spawning coho salimon. This'riveris -
essentlal to the conservatlon of coho and must be gwen utmost protectlon )
As Dr Moyle stated in h1s declaratlon of ]une 17 1996 "Salmon populatlons have dechned by over:
95% in the last 50 years, and about half of all California streams that once ‘contairied runs of.cohono -
longer do, and most of the remaining runs are very small, so that local extinctions are/likely...This = -+ .
means that any stream that contains a significant run of wild coho salmon deserves special protection
from factors that have contributed to the decline of the salmon (and other anadromous fishes): The Elk
River, including the South Fork, contains a significant run. The exact numbers are not known because’
of limited survey information, but counts of redds, carcasses of spawned out fish, and living fish
indicate that the drainage supports a run of at least 400 fish per year, which is perhaps 5-10%: of w11d
coho spawners left in California. This also makes the Elk River one of the most important coho'’
spawning streams in the region and a potential source of fish to recolonize degraded streams in the
region, if such streams are subject to major restoration efforts. . SN

Salmon Creek, once a thriving salmon stream but now in a degraded state due to logglng and road
building, is nonetheless restorable salmon habitat. The BLM must, by law, ensure that its actions will
not result in “adverse modification” of critical habitat. ESA § 7 (a) (2); 16 U.S.C: §1536 (a) (2) “Adverse -
modification” is direct or indirect alteration that reduces the value of critical habitat for survival and -
recovery.” 50 C. F R §402. 02. There should be a ﬁshenes recovery plan with goals and 1mp1ementable
steps. : B

In summary, to protect the aquatic species and their habltat in the Preserve, we recommend the
following: closure of the souglern access (to better protect the Salmon Creek watershed); monitoring of
short term and long term impacts of watershed restoration projects; consideration of impacts from = -
activity on surrounding corporate forestlands in developing a recovery plan for the fisheries in the
Preserve; and Wild and Scenic River designation for all three streams in the Preserve, in order to
protect the free-flowing character and outstandmg values of the streams and the ﬁshenes |

IMPACT OF PROPOSED ACTIVITY ON THREATENED AND ENDAN GERED
SPECIES ‘MARBLED MURRELET

Marbled murrelet populatlons in California: have dechned from an estimated 6000 1nd1v1duals in 1989 :
to an estimated total of 4000 individuals in 1997, a drop of 33% in less than 10 years (Nelsori, the

Marbled Murrelet Recovery Plan (MMRP). The DMP cites an opinion that approximately 25% of the |
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marbled miurrelet reproductive activity in the southern Humboldt region' may occur in the Preserve
(Ralph et al: 1997, cited DMP 3-18). Given these numbers, the results of numerous scientific studies and
the continued loss of habitat, primarily due to logging of old growth and residual forest stands in
surrounding areas, it is clear that the Headwaters Preserve stands as an extraordinarily important
habitat area for recovery and, indeed, continued survival of the marbled murrelet population in
Northern California.: ~ ~© : . ¢ 0 oo oo 0 et

The marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) is currently federally listed as threatened pursuant
to the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and as endangered pursuant to the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA). It is estimated that the species has lost over 96% of its original nesting habitat.
With only an estimated 5,000 to 7,000 individuals surviving in California, the murrelet population has
plummeted over 90% from its original estimated size and continues to decline rapidly. Some scientists
believe the population has declined in Humboldt County up to 13%. (Stanley, 1998) ; -

The marbled murrelet population may decline until it eventually reaches an equilibrium with the
amount and quality-of nesting habitat available, or is extirpated in the three-state area. The weightof
evidence indicates:that the major factors in marbled murrelet decline from historical levels in the early
1800’s are 1) 1oss of habitat and 2) poor reproductive success in the habitat that does remain (MMRP,
PE.43). - ot e e e e

The federal Marbled Murrelet Recovery Plan (MMRP) contains the best available scientific information
about the status of marbled murrelets. The information in the Recovery Plan indicates thatitis -
reasonable to believe that the very existence of marbled murrelets in the region, and perhaps their
viability throughout the Pacific Coast south of Alaska, could be significantly affected by actions taken
at Headwaters Forest.* The importance of the southern Humboldt population has been stressed by .
numerous scientists, who suggest:that the loss of the southern Humboldt population appreciably - :
increases the likelihood of the complete loss of all murrelets in Conservation Zone 4. This zonal . = ..
population'loss would constitute such a major impact to the listed species that recovery probably could
not be realized. (Carter, 1998) Moreover, a report on the state of the central California population of = :
murrelets characterizes that population as a “classic sink population” in that it is not viable without
immigration from “source populations,” and opines that persistence of murrelets-in central California .
may depend in part, on the demographics of murrelet populations to the north. (Peery, Beissinger et

The murrelet's endangéfed status makes it iﬁéufhbénf “on; BLM and DFG .{d.impiémént.the federal -
recovery plan strategy. Under CESA, California state agencies also have a duty to-help recover '
endangered species per Fish and Game Code sections 2053, 2055, and 2061, cited at end.

Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act prohibits unauthorized “take? of endangered or threatened -
species. The ESA mandates that federal agencies proposing an action that “may affect” the marbled
murrelet consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the effects of the action: Final .- .

approval of and implementation of the Management:Plan must be contingent upon findings of that . .-
consultation. . - ’ : S TR I T T c to

Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act states that it is the federal agency’s responsibility, with
the assistance of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to insure that the-action is not likely to jeopardize -
the continued existence of the species. Section 3(10) of the Endangered Species Act.defines the term
“take” to include “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect or attempt tor
engage in any such conduct.” The terms “harm” and harass” have been further defined by regulations.
in:50 CER. §17:3, as follows. ». o i o0 T g e

Harass means an intentional or negligent act or omission that creates the liiééliho_odﬁdf injﬁry o
- ‘wildlife by annoying it to such-an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns -
. that include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering.. - -~ =~
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- Harm means an act that actually kills ot injures: wildlife or injures wildlife. Such aniact may: -
« -~ include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife :
bK'significanﬂy inipairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feedingor.: -~ -

i eltering;f; Ak AT IR R LU S Ot A DT SN VI IR UP RIS PR TP

Take of marbled murrelets, wﬁhm the meani ng of these deﬁmtlons, may result from a vanety of
activities, including any activities that

1)k111 Ol'ln]m‘eblrdS, BRI T PP R T RS SN SO At UL
..+2) impair essential behaviors by adversely affecting occupied or unsurveyed suitable breeding: -
coorhabitaty o ol L e e e e 8 TR0 e ey e T

- 3)-cause significant disturbance of breeding birds, leading to reduced reproductive sticcess... .
(MMRP) R i CLoe S STLE L RTINS - L e,

: ST BT XICTI LR BPTRS

The Marbled Murrelet Recovery Plan identifies the conservation of occupied habitat as an important. . -
component in the récovery:df;Zes species. Modification of occupied habitat wotild generally pose:a high
risk of take of marbled murtelets. Likewise, modification of syitable but unsurveyed habitat, or in the "
case of the restoration and recovery of forest areas already cut in the Headwaters Forest Preserve;. ..
potentially suitable habitat that could provide future habitat for the murrelet could be important to the

recoveryof the:species. However, an increase.in thé:corvid population; whichis likely to:accompany, =
trail use, could ultimately bring about a take situation-due to prédation ;7 0 0ok G

BLEM should address the importance of Pacific Lumber (PL) lands and former PLlands (i.e. the -, 1.
Headwaters Forest Preserve) to the marbled murrelet in the Marbled Murrelet Designated Critical . -
Habitat in the Siskiyou-Coast Range; as:designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife'Service: As citedin-the
Headwaters Habitat Conservation Plan, Ralph et al. reported iri 1998 that approximately 31% of all - - - .
occupied detections in the bioregion came from the Headwaters Grove. (This figuré does noteven . - .
include Elkhead Springs:Grove; also in:the Preserve, which had the next highest percentage.) This ; :

elevates.the importance of the Preserve’s habitat valtie. It also. means that murrelets in the Preserve : -
have limited options for escape frompredators: .\ ... . . o e e e mbe

Section 2052 of the California Endangered Species Act states, “The Legislature further finds and
declares that it is the policy of the State to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance any endangered
species or‘any.threatened speciés and:its habitat and-that it is the intent of the Legislature, consistent.
with conserving the species,to acquire lands for habitat for these species”. {MMRP, pg..79) . ;v

Because the situation in habitat surrounding the Preserve presents serious threats to the species,
causing the population to be-even:more isolated and therefore yulnerable,-and because so-miach of: .
murrelet habitat élsewhere is'in parklands already impacted by human use, a unique opportusity is - -
presented with respect to-Headwaters Preserve management: ‘As has been recominiended by marbled.--
murrelet specialists, occupied habitat should be fiiaintained in‘large contiguous blocks; surrounded by.
buffers to assist in recovery of the population. Creating as large an inner block as possible in the .
Preserve, a block as free from risk of impacts as possible will be done by minimizing trail use.

The BLM’s and' DFG’s proposed and ongoing efforts to restore and recover'significant old growth. - -+ i
forest habitat essential to marbled murrelets and-other old growth dependent species is to be lauded -
and is in keeping with the:goals of the purchase of the. Headwaters Preserve--and,.indeed, the goals.of
the twelve-year-long .campaign to.preserve the.old growth-forest of Headwaters. The focus.of == - -~

advocates for Headwaters Forest during the long campaign has always been on'the value of the forest -
as wildlife habitat, not as a recreation area. ' :

An opportunity lies before-us to.manage this 7,472 acres as high.quality and recovering wildlife habitat
before impacts that have reduced wildlife habitat 2lsewhere have to.be mitigated. Because: this:area was
not accessible to the public prior to 1999, it is likely the problems of predation that are plaguing other
public tands that contain marbled mmrrelet habitat and have recreationat access will arise here: inless
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careful measures are taken. The irony that is that the old growth within. Headwaters remains in a more..
pristine state precisely because of its prior function as industrial forestland, wh1ch made 1t 1naccess1ble
That ironic fact presents a tremendous opportumty for specres recovery SRR

Habitat in many park settmgs receives h1gh ws1tor use, Whlch runsa nsk to murrelet neshng patterns
The greatest impact:appears to be from increased artificial food sources associated with human use of
park environments, which leads to elevated numbers of murrelet predators that are opporturustlc
foragers demonstrated to occur in lugher numbers in: recreatlonal park settlngs (DFG 2000)

The problems of controllmg predators once they are estabhshed inan area are much greater than
controlling features in the environment (like anthropogenic food sources) to avoid attraction in the ﬁrst=
place. When flooding washed out the access road to a popular visitor site in the Olympic National .-
Park, visitors (and therefore food) were not allowed in the area during the breeding season, and
American crow and Steller’s jay detections each declined by 44.6% The probablhty of nest predatlon on
simulated murrelet nests dropped from 95% to 50% (Marzluff Neatherhn 2001) . : .

Rlsk and 1mpact of predatlon on: marbled murrelet populatlon in Headwaters Preserve

In outlmmg the ”achons necessary to address the recovery ob]ectlves,” the: Marbled Murrelet Recovery
Plan calls for action to “minimize nest disturbances to increase reproductive success... Low =
reproductive raté may be due to high rates of predation on eggs, young and possibly adults at the nest
site;” The MMRP states that “Human activities near nesting areas that result in an increase in the -~ .
number of predators also could lead to a greater likelihood of nest predation. The timing of »
disturbances should be adjusted to avoid disruption of marbled murrelet activities, such as courtshlp,
mating, and nesting. Human activities should be modified to reduce attraction of predators to specific
forest areas. Higher-than-normal predatxon levels are hkely to occur in nestmg habltat dueto forest
fragmentatron ”(MMRP pg. 141-2) - : : S .

In other words, there is already a h1gher than normal level of predatlon due to habltat fragmentatlon
Hikers and their garbage will only exacerbate the problem. Despite their predator-avoidance strategies,
marbled murrelets suffer the hlghest nestmg fmlure known for any alcid, largely dueto predatlon :
(Platt and Naslund 1995) ’

Increased human achvrtres in forests; such as picnic grounds, can attract corv1ds and thus increase the
chances of predation (Singer et al 1991, Marzluff and Balda 1992) More importantly, these activities can
increase survival of corvids and result in potentially higher corvid populations. (Bmford etal 1975) -
According to Pacific Lumber’s Habitat Conservation Plan, “marbled murrelet predators are assoaated
with human act1v1ty” and “ the densrtles of these predators are 1ncreasmg locally and’ statewrde '

Avallable science 1nd1cates a drrect causal relatlonshlp between increasesin corv1d populatlons brought
about by recreational uses (human presence) of an area and increased predation on marbled murrelet
nests and chicks. Although scientific knowledge is not entirely complete, given the state of murrelet
populations and the fact that species is still in decline in California, to err on the side of lowering the
risk of predation would be prudent, at the least, since any increase in predation could be catastrophic.
Notwithstanding the lack of published data, a number of scientists believe that the underlying cause of
corvid increases in California is inextricably linked to the activities of humans. (Liebezeit, date :
unknown, post—2001)

Natural predatlon on the marbled murrelet that occurs in unaltered and undisturbed old—growth :
coniferous forest would not normally be a threat to continued existence. However, under present
conditions, much of this remaining old-growth coniferous forest occurs in federal, state and local parks,
where-human visitation occurs. These human‘influences and alterations typically result in an artificial
population increase of predatory corvids. This increases preclatlon pressure on murrelet eggs, young,
and adults during the breeding season. (CarylaJ. Larsen, 1994.) - =
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Scientist Steven Singer states “Recreational facilities, such as picnic areas and visitor service facilities; -
may ‘interfere with the nesting success of marbled murrelets. ... Although incubating birds only rarely. .
showed behavior suggesting agitation from human presence or noise; they may have been indirectly : -
affected by supplemental food items (table scraps and garbage) made available to potential nest
predators. Both Steller’s jays and common ravens have been observed:feeding from garbage cansin . -
(the Opal Creek) picnic area. Ravens, which did not nest in the park prior to 1987, nested successfully:: -
near the picnic area in 1989: Elsewhere, unusually large corvid populations have been noted in picnic....;
areas and campgrounds where garbage is available (Gaines 1977, Beedy and Granholm 1985). Work.: .+
done in Big Basin by Orr (1942) found a correlation between the higher numbers of Steller’s jays in
campgrounds and the reduced number of passerine birds there.:Now that Steller’s jays and common .
ravens are:known to prey on marbled murrelet eggs and nestlings, visitor activities: tﬂat- favor corvid.:
populations should be' minimized.”(:Singer, Naslund, Ralph et al. 1991). - -+~ - oo s iy oo 0
Direct relationships between negative impacts on marbled murrelet populations and abundance of .. -
corvid species, and between corvid populations and human activity, particularly human activity: that - .
brings food waste into forest edges, have been shown in scientific studies.

Marzluff found that'Preliminary results suggest that stand structure and proximity to human activity
(primarily urban centers and campgrounds) influence predation on murrelet nests to a greater extent
an does landscape fragmentation. Human activity appears especially beneficial to:American crows, .,
and Steller’s jays who foraged in urban areas, agricultural lands and clearcuts, and nestedin.: . .. .
regenerating conifer stands... Ravens benefit from human refuse. ... Nests in interiors of old growth are.
preyed upon atrates equal to nests on edges, therefore buffers of old growth are unlikely, to be effective
atreducing predation.” (Marzluff et al. 1996):- = ..o oo L o L e

The underlying cause of corvid increases throughout California (and the world) is inextricably linked -
to the activities of humans. (Marzluff et al., 1994) Corvids...are generalist forgers, readily eating. . . , -
human-produced wastes. (Boarman 2000, Marzluff et al. 2001) Habitat fragmentation due to logging
can already be assumed to be contributing to increases in “habitat generalist” predators (Andrén 1992) -
since most corvid species thrive in fragmented habitats. (Marzluff et al: 1994) But availability of. ...,
subsidized food and water may: the most- important underlying cause for the increase in corvid .. - ;..
populations throughout the west. (Boarman and Heinrich 1999) and corvids are suspected to have .
caused the majority of known murrelet nest failures (Nelson and Hamer 1995a, Miller et al. 1997) From
1974 through 1993...64% of the nests failed. Of those nests, 57 % failed due to predation (MMRP, pg. 51)

Some'species of avian predators appear:to be able to adjust to these habitat changes (Marzluffand ...
Balda 1992), while other birds like ._tie marbled murrelet appear to be less able to adjusttothe ... .
modification of the native forest landscape. Because predation can be a major factor affecting certain .-
nesting success in birds (Ricklefs 1969), tﬁe combination of habitat modification and adaptations of
predators to.these modifications.may be having a tremendous impact-on the overall fitness of marbled-

murrelets:and other forest wildlife. (MMRP, PG-47-48) et e o

We realize:BLM took into account these facts and circumstances.and that those considerations led to. - -
recommendations of minimal entry into old growth and minimal trail network: We appreciate that. . ;-
However, these same facts, scientific wisdom and circumstances lead us to strongly recommend . . .-
closure of the southern access and no entry into the old growth forest.. .- ... -~ . .. . . .

The marbled murrelet population is already severely compromised and facing further loss of habitat
due to current and planned logging by Pacific Lumber Company,; all around the Preserve, certainly - . -
close enough to.impact the population in the Preserve. To avoid take due to predation, the risk must be
absolutely minimized in every possible way. Recovery is possible and must be the goal, but the decline
has not-been slowed yet to a point that the population could be seen as:stabilized. Protection of the - i .,
species in the Preserve can be the springboard to.recovery in this conservationzone. Minimizing risk of
take and setting the stage for recovery means-complying with the letter of the authorizing language .- -
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requiring public access to the forest, but closing the:southern access, keeping hikers out of the old
growth, and curtailing further development, such as picnic tables or other amenities. S

We recommend using t the corvid momtormg plan refetred to in DMP (3—24), the goal of sa1d momtormg
plan being to develop baseling information of corvid abundance within the Preserve. The DMP states
that surveys will be, condiicted before the management plan is lmplemented How will information’
athered in subsequent monitoring affect management? E. g if corvids are found to, increase dueto,
ers, are there prov1$1ons toclose trails? = | e :

Recreatnon areas may mcrease edge effects, $0 human commensals’ such as crows and generahst v
foragers such as Steller’ s jays should be momtored as mdlcators of i mcreasmg edge effect (Rochelle, et
al, 1999) . L L :

Re. the study being conducted in Redwood National Park on the effects of human disturbance on
nesting marbled murrelets (referenced in DMP, 3-24). How will information gathered in that study be
used to update revise or otherwise affect management plans in the Headwaters Preserve7 '

In summary, because the marbled murrelet populahdn is alréady Severely comprormsed its habitat
severely fragmented and reduced, and because those impacts continue to an alarming extent all around
the Preserve, and because predation could result in take of the species, we ‘recommend absolutely -
minimizing any and all risks to the murrelets. We recommend this in the interest of ensuring survival
of the species, with an eye toward recovery of the southern Humboldt populatlon Minimizing any, and
all risks means restricting any access to non-old growth areas, lumtmg access to northern access only, .
to daylight hours only, and instituting more comprehensive education. of visitors to the Preserve about
the risks.to murrelets from predator species attracted by human garbage. We further recommend
representing the Preserve to the public as a preserve for wildlife, and as recovering habitat, where .
human unpact must be minimized and where human recreation comes secondarily. ‘

P

IMPACT OF PROPOSED ACTIVITY ON THREATENED AND ENDAN GERED -
SPECIES: NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL (Strix occ¢identalis caurina) -~ o

The Draft Management Plan (2-6) specifies that the “...the plan for the Preserve should be consistent
with the Northwest Forest Plan, [which the BLM and the U.S. Forest Service are jointly-implementing]
providing equal or higher protection for northern spotted owl and its habitat.” However, the
Headwaters DMP does not outline specific measures for ensuring the recovery of this endangered .
species and its severely impacted old-growth forest habitat. A principal goal of the Northwest. Forest

* Plan is to protect and enhance habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl, an “indicator specles” whose
survival indicates the general health of the old-growth forest and of other unpenled spec1es

Accordingly, the Northwest Forest Plan dictates that an effective momtonng plan be adopted and
implemented to reverse trends of Northern Spotted Owl population losses and to maintain and restore
the habitat conditions necessary to support viable populations of owls on federally—admmlstered pubhc
lands throughout the owl’s range. S .

| DESIGNATIONS
Wlldemess Study Area '

BLM’s preferred Altematlve 7B would exclude younger prev10usly harvested stands from ledemess
Study Area designation (WSA). We strongly favor Alternative 7A, which would designate a much
larger portion of the Preserve in the WSA. The sole rationale assetted against 7A i$ the mistaken

statement that forest restoration activities are prohibited in WSAs. BACH favors these forest restoration
activities and notes that such activities are 1n fact permiitted under various exceptions specified in the
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controlling legal guidance ~-BLM's Interim Managemerit Policy of Lands Under Wildernéss.Review,.
Handbook H-8550-1 ("Handbook:8550"). ;- i it v | pimpalonnbo v il

Handbook 8550 generally prohibits vegetative manipulation. However the proposed restoration
activities clearly fall within the common sense exceptionis to the’ ionimpairment criteria. First, by ~~*

advanding the Preserve's wilderness valties; the restoration ‘activities fall within 'the excéption™* ' =

provided for "[alctions that clearly benefit a WSA's wilderness values through activities that restore,

protect, or maintain these values." (Handbook 8550, Chaptér If, B. 2. d.). Many of the restoration ***" '
activities also fall within the exception provided for reclaiming pre-FLPMA impacts Because many of -
the activities necessitating restoration occurred prior to this date. (Handbook 8550, Chapter II, B. 2. e.). ,
Finally, much or all of the restoration activities are focused in remote areasand could be condiicted in'a
manner that would be substaritially unnoticeable; and therefore qualify as an exception under =% '~
Handbook 8550, Chapter II, B. 17.). o

We strongly urge BLM to réview Handbook 8550 again and consult with legal counsel, because its ~*
cutfent interpretation is Gvetly restrictive and contrary to the intent of WSAs and BLM guidance; WA

designation for the entire eligible area of the reserve is most consistent with the asserted management

T R T L o S B e N AL AR e I L S

goals for the Preserve. Alternative 7A should be adopted.

State of California Ecological Preserve =

i R

We strongly support BLM's preféired Altérnative 94, designating the entire area an Ecblogical © =~
Preserve under California law. This designation provides added protection under state law o'~ *
preclude a myriad of activities inconsistent with purposes‘of the Preserve. Sgeé_iﬁcéﬂi'/;i't“‘mﬁﬂd |
provide legal authority to prohibit aircr raft "O'Vél"'-’ﬂifglitis'." Next to logging, no ' 10T

* legal authority te it aitcraft thing is more antithetical to
the wild and dcenic valties underlying the Preserve’s core management philosophy than over-fights.
Helicopters opetating on nearby PALCO lands present the additional potenitial for “take” of T
endangered murrelets, in violation of the U.S. and California Endangered Species Acts. Accordingly,
we vehemently oppose any exception for helicopter logging or for any other flight uses of any kind.

Having this special designation under state Taw méy create future opportunities for state furiding as
funds are made available for Ecological Preserve opéfation and management; . i1 .00

Management:Aréa’: s v 0T i R R I AR I A S

[ . L i : : .. ;

Area of Critical Environmental Concern, Research Natural Area and Special Recreation o

BACH strongly supports Preserve designation 'as an Area of Critical Environiiental Concetn (ACEC)
and Research Natural Area (RNA). The Presérve’s uniqise qualities render it 3 well-qualified applicant:
for these desighiations. ACEC and RNA designation will also help to elevate management fiunding =~
priority within BLM and the Departinent of Iriterior, which will be especially important and hecessary
during times of federal budget cuts. o . , L

In addition; if BLM insists on‘providing recreational activities, then it should also designate the-entire -
Preserve a Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) in order to capitalize on the DOI funding '
Priority accorded to such areas. Sosiaw e L O T TS SV 28 MY S ROUE!

Recognition of Historical Significance

BACH favors nomination of the town of Falk to the U.S. Register of Historic Places and-the Staté of
California’s Register of Historic Resources, because such designations may produce additional funding
for preservation activities that would otherwise come from general funds earmarked for:-Preserve,” !\ ;
management and operation. This would preserve more funds for core restoration and preservation
activities. . . s T e T VLT T SV UV

it would restrict the ability to.remove these manmade alterations to the natural environment in this and

future thanagentent plans. THese resources lag far behind the town of Falk in their historic preservation
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value and significance. Furthermore, their continued preservation is contrary to the wild and scenic
values forming the core of the Preserve’s management philosophy. S

National Wild and Scenic River Designations = .~ . .. ... oo Lo
BACH strong encourages BLM to adopt Alternative 8A, desiﬁnating"eli’gible waterways through the -
Preserve as National Wild and Scenic Rivers. These include the S. Fork Elk River (1 mile recreational,
six miles scenic), Little South Fork Elk River (5 miles wild); and Salmon Creek (5'miles scenic), This ~
designation will require BLM to manage the public lands within an average of -1/4 mile on'each side of
these rivers to protect the rivers’ free flowing character and outstanding values. As noted in the EIS /-
EIR, these designations would not impose additional management requirements on the lands to be
included that are not already part of the proposed management direction of the Preserve. =~

Despite the undisputed consistency of wild and scenic river designation with the intended
management philosophy articulated in the EIS / EIR, BLM:prefers Alternative 8B, which forgoes - .
designation for anyof the three eligible waterways. This is puzzling, because the EIS / EIR articulates -

no rationale to support this preference. -

BACH believes BLM is mistaken inits contention that designation does not offer further protection to
these stream corridors. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifically prohibits water resource projects -
within, upstream, or downstream of designated segments that may “unreasonably diminish” the =
outstanding values for which the river was designated. The Act further requires the managing federal -
agency to regulate federal activities within a watershed that may adversely affect outstanding values.
These mandates may also confer BLM regulatory authority to ensure protection of the river’s free
flowing character; outstanding values, and classification over activities including rights of way, -
diversions, or any drilling required to exercise water rights on federal lands. This authority provides " -
valuable protection and the regulatory oversight needed to ensure healthy ecosystems within the. -
Preserve. : e

Wild and Scenic River designation offers more permanent protection for the eligible waterways and .
associated areas than that which is accorded under the current management plan, because BLM’s -
management philosophy is subject to change with each management plan. With each plan revision and
re-write, BLM is subject to political pressures often antithetical with Ll}:e"preser‘iation purposes of the .
Preserve. Wild and Scenic River designation would provide a more permanent anchor for these sincere
management policies that could not be undercut by subsequent management plans. This consistency is-
absolutely vital to effectuate the stated management philosophy in our often-turbulent political ... -
environment.

Wild and Scenic River designation would also foster greater and more enduring coordination among-
responsible federal agencies, including the National Marine Fisheries Service, which is vital for the =
preservation and restoration of native.anadromous fish species. Designation also provides BLM '
condemnation authority to obtain scenic easements along the stream corridors, which although not -
politically or economically feasible today, may be tomorrow. R

BACH strongly urges BLM to adopt Alternative 8A.

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Our recommended restrictions on researchers are:
* no overnight camping;
* no off-trail expeditions, except those done with express permission of resident ranger and with
" ranger guidance;
no specimen collection;
no use of motorized vehicles anywhere in the Preserve; and

significant financial penalties for habitat damage.
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Fees should be charged to reimburse the BLM for a décent program, if orie contiriues, and for the %"
exceptionalisecurity cost of making sure that public. access does not impact the old-growth, if southern:
access to the Preserve remains: open. (Alternative 10 B) When there is a.value-added service like. .. -
docent tours, those benefiting from it should pay on.a fee scale that fully reimburses BLM forits. . .,
expense: in running the program, If the southern access remains open, the docent program must be, . .

fully funded.so that it does not revert to a permit system in the absence of funding. ... ., ...

CONCLUSION

Because of the potential catastrophic effect of logging under Pacific Lumber’s Habitat Conservation: . -
Plan on the:marbled murrelet, a great deal of hope was.invested in the species’ recovery's being made. ;.
more possible by the acquisition whose management plan we are now: scrutinizing. That points.up. the-
huge opportunity, and also the risks. If public access in increased and activities like picnicking are

allowedin the Preserve, thereis a potential for increased disturbance to.nesting murrelets.and: :: :+
therefore risk.(Nelson, 1998). Since there was no public-access prior to acquisition; any public.access is:
an increase in public access. The authorizing language mandates access but not any.more.specific::: .-
activity. - oo T e L e e 0 L e P

Clearly; if murrelet populations are declining with current habitat areas, the likelihood of continued- /-
decline with less habitat is a given. What will the loss of habitat on Pacific Lumber land mean at a time-
-when the species cannot afford any more loss of habitat? While BLM is not responsible for Pacific . .
Lumber’s habitat destruction, it means that the habitat under BLM’s jurisdiction should not be further

compromised by recreational use. RN

To survive, the murrelet must see significant recovery once the current decline is arrested. (Nelson,
1998) The next 50-100 years have.been identified as:the critical period for.the continued survival of this
species: (USFWS;: 1997) ‘Because the - loss  of. habitat: due to irresponsible logging has, not- yet -been
stopped, -the habitat island that is ‘the Headwaters Preserve.is opportunity, but:opportunity  with
inherent:risks: The Recovery Plan states that occupied habitat and. large blocks:.of potential suitable
habitat should be maintained during this time périod (MMRP, pg. 119, 121,128, 131-134); we would:add

that suitable habitat must be maintained with as many risks as possible eliminated.. . -,

The accomplishment of transferring this forest from corporate to public ownership brings with it a

responsibility to honor the basis of the grassroots campaign that brought that accomplishmentto:, ...
fruition. The goals of that campaign were always habitat protection and the work carried out.on behalf-
of the species that reside in this fragment.. Those goals had huge public support: The tragedy would be
to throw open the garden gates. The .crown for the accomplishment will be careful and full protection. -.
in perpetuity. We look forward to the recovery of this forest and its inhabitants. ;. ;G

.y
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b

We refer to orruthologlst David Suddpan s comments attached ‘We concur with h1$ comments and -
urge BLM to take into account that which biologists have learned at these other areas such as B1g Basm
that have suffered underhumanunpact s . o - o 629
We also refer you to brologlst Kim Nelson’s August 12, 1999 comments oni the Environmental cont.
Assessment of public access for Headwaters Preserve, also attached to our scopmg comments of
August 17, 2000. Ms. Nelson’s comments bring to the fore concerns regarding the “grievous effect”
public access and hikers could have on marbled: murrelet nest success.due to mtroductmn of human :
garbage and food to an area previously isolated from such impacts. R b

s : iy ¥ . a
Karen Pickett, on behalf of

Bay Area Coahtlon for Headwaters 2530 San Pablo Ave Berkeley, CA 94702
(510) 548-3113 L

and the Envuonmental Protectlon Informatlon Center

P.O. Box 397, Garberville, CA 95542 o

(707) 923-2931
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FRIENDS OF THE RIVER

915 20th Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
916/442-3155 o FAX: 916/442-3396 ¢ E-mail: info@friendsoftheriver.org * www.friendsoftheriver.org

CALIFORNIA’S
STATEWIDE RIVER
CONSERVATION
ORGANIZATION

August 26, 2002

Headwaters

Bureau of Land Management

United State Department of the Interior
Post Office Box 188677

Sacramento, California 95818-8677

Re: Wild and Scenic River Designation In Headwaters Forest Preserve
Dear Headwaters Management:

I write on behalf of Friends of the River (FOR) and our more than 5,000 members. FOR
1s a statewide organization committed to preserving and restoring California’s free
flowing rivers, streams and watersheds. I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this
Draft Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (EIS/EIR) on behalf of our organization. 7.1
The Headwaters Forest Reserve (Reserve) provides a unique opportunity to set-aside
public lands for the ecological, recreational and educational benefit of future generations.
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Department of Fish and Game (DFG)
should be commended for their diligent efforts in turning this project a reality.

FOR, however, expresses serious concern over the EIS/EIR decision not to recommend
four eligible river segments (two on the South Fork Elk River, one on the Little South
Fork Elk River, and one on Salmon Creek) for inclusion into the National Wild and
Scenic River System (NWSRS) as set forth in the Wild and Scenic River Act (Act). FOR
contends that extending WSRS status to these rivers will help ensure the preservation of
precious natural resources located in the Reserve and broaden the representation of key
ecosystems in the NWSRA. It is after a thorough review of the EIS/EIR that FOR
contends that BLM failed to accurately address this important issue. The following is a
list of four major concerns to be addressed in the final EIS/EIR draft.

L All Headwaters Segments Are Consistent with the NWSRA

The NWSRA, established in 1968, sets forth a process that rivers with “extraordinarily
remarkable value” would be “protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present and

(gé A NONPROFIT TAX DEDUCTIBLE ORGANIZATION o
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future generations.” (P.L. 90-542). To qualify, a river or river segment must be in a
“free-flowing condition” and must be deemed to have one or more outstandingly
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural or other
similar values.

a. All Four Segments Qualify for Wild and Scenic River Status

All four potential segments within the Reserve are clearly eligible for NWSRS
designation. The draft EIR/EIS explicitly states that all four segments are free-flowing
and eligible for a designation of either wild, scenic or recreational. (See EIS/EIR Tables
H-1& H-2). And, each river segment possesses outstandingly remarkable values.
Included among outstanding values are their proximity to old-growth redwood forests as
well as their use as spawning grounds for chinook and coho salmon, and steelhead trout
and habitat for the northern spotted owl, and marbled murrelet. (EIS/EIR at H-2).

b. BLM Failed to Articulate Adequate Reasons for Non-Inclusion

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act Section 5(d)(1) requires that, “In all planning for the use
and development of water and related land resources, consideration shall be given by all
Federal agencies involved to potential wild, scenic and recreational river areas, and all
river based and project plan reports submitted to Congress shall consider and discuss an
such potentials.” The Headwaters EIS/EIR does examine each river segment’s eligibility,
yet declines recommendation into the NWSRS for reasons inconsistent with, or based on
misinterpretations of, the Act.

1. NWSRA Sets Forth No Length Requirement

BLM contends in the EIS/EIR that the cumulative segment length of seventeen miles is
too short to benefit the NWSRS as a whole. Contrary to this assertion, the Act does not
in its language, legislative history or implementation attach value to a segments length. In
fact, an examination of the WSRS suggests that the opposite is true. There are numerous
WSR segments less than twenty miles in length. And, in many instances, NWRS
segments total less than one mile. Therefore, segment length should not be a factor in
determining NWSRS eligibility.

2. NWSRA Sets Forth No Proximity Requirement

The BLM also contends in its EIS/EIR that because there are already five designated
WSR located in the California Coast Range Physiographic Province, the inclusion of the
four Reserve streams would fail to benefit the WSRS as a whole. Again, there is no legal
or historical evidence to support this argument. A simple examination of the WSRS in
the United States demonstrates that many WSR segments are located in the same
geographic region. If anything, the FIS/EIR assessment that there are already five rivers
located in the geographlc region suggests that rivers of outstanding value are often
located in the same region.

7-1
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Because each river segment is unique, every river consisting of “outstandingly
remarkable” value adds significant value to the WSRS. The proximity of one stream to
another provides no exception. The Reserve streams are located among some of the few
remaining native Redwood forests on the continent and serve as habitat to rare and
endangered plant and animal life. To suggest that the relative closeness of one river to
another diminishes its “outstandingly remarkable” values advocates a line of logic that
borders the absurd. :

The documented outstanding values of the existing WSRs in the region are anadromous
fisheries. Although the eligible Headwaters streams support similar outstanding fishery
values, they also possess outstanding wildlife, ecological, historical and prehistorical
values not identified for the existing WSRs in the region. This difference underscores the
unique nature of the Headwaters streams compared to other nearby rivers.

Of additional note, all the regional WSR cited in the EIS/EIR (Smith, Klamath, Trinity
and Eel) are designated under 2(a)(ii) of the WSRA—and therefore do not enjoy the same
level of federal protection as the Headwaters segments, should they be included. A more
complete discussion of this issue is discussed infra.

1I. WSR Status Provides Increased Protections Not Contemplated by EIS/EIR

The EIR/EIS asserts that “(b)ecause the natural resources within the for river segments
are fully protected under current policies and management direction, designation would
neither enhance nor curtail resource values of the area.” (EIR/EIS at H-7) This statement
suggests a fundamental misunderstanding about the effect of WSR designation as well as
a lack of knowledge about the history of federal efforts to preserve such areas. Federal
WSR designation provides a definite level of “heighten protection” that would preserve
the streams beyond the Reserve’s boundaries.

a. Protection of “Free-Flowing” Nature

Section 7(a) of the Act protects the “free-flowing” nature and outstanding values of a
designated stream by prohibiting federal licensing of hydroelectric projects on the
designated segments. In addition, this section prohibits federal agencies for assisting, by
loan, grant, license, or otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that
would have a direct and adverse effect on river values. This section also requires federal
agencies to ensure that water resource projects upstream, downstream, or on tributaries of
a designated segment do not “unreasonably diminish” scenic, recreational, fish and
wildlife values.

The section 7(a) protective mandates are much stronger than the general protective goals
of the Headwaters Forest Reserve designation. Specifically in regard to federal licensing
of potential hydroelectric projects, WSR designation is the only available tool to ensure
protection of free flowing values. The WSR protections regarding water resource
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projects also apply to activities outside the reserve, and therefore are inherently more
extensive than any other management direction restricted to the reserve itself.

b. Heightened Protection by Congressional Designation

Of particular importance is the heightened protection the Headwaters segments would
enjoy as compared to the existing NWSRs in the region. A BLM recommendation to add
these streams to the NWSRS could lead to Congressional designation under section
2(a)(i) of the Act. This provides full protection under federal law and ensures the
managing federal agency has the primary responsibility to manage and protect the
streams. In contrast, the existing NWSRs in the region were designated under 2(a)(ii).
These rivers are managed by the state, with limited federal oversight. In fact, the state
system is largely self-administering. There are no management plans for the 2(a)(ii)
rivers and very little active state agency management to protect the rivers’ free flowing
character and outstanding values. Federal designation under 2(a)(i), by the nature of our
federalist system, provides a level of heightened protection not enjoyed by 2(a)(ii)
designated rivers.

I11. Inclusion in the NWSRS—Substantial Return on Little Investment

The inclusion of the Reserve streams provides the unique opportunity to provide
extensive environmental protection at little economic or political cost.

a. No Additional Taxpayer Cost

The EIS/EIR states “there would be no costs involved in acquiring necessary lands and
interests in lands because all land within the river segments in public land managed by
BLM.” Too many times, rivers fitting the “outstandingly remarkable” criteria of the
NWSRA, are not included because of substantial interference with private lands and
interests. With the Headwaters segments, the BLM is faced with the unique opportunity
to add unique and diverse river segments of “outstandingly remarkable value” at no
additional cost to federal taxpayers.

b. No Formal Opposition

The preliminary meetings on the Reserve recorded no opposition to including the Reserve
segments in the NWSRS. And, despite the lack of testimony, there is substantial support
for the inclusion of the Reserve segments to the NWSRS. It is offered that the lack of
recorded support stemmed from the assumption by the interested public that because
desire to protect the Reserve, the river segments would naturally be recommended for the
WSRS designation. As a result of the EIS/EIR the interested public, like FOR, realize
that the Reserve presents a unique opportunity to preserve a rare part of our ecological
heritage and therefore choose to voice support for the Reserve segments to be included in
the NWSRS.

7-3
cont.

7-4


eunsworth

eunsworth

eunsworth

eunsworth
7-5

eunsworth
7-4

eunsworth
7-3
cont.


Headwaters Draft Comments

Page 5

IV.  NWSRS Designation is Consistent with Primary Management Responsibility

The 1998 Interior Appropriations Bill directed the Secretary of Interior to prepare a long-
term management plan to “conserve and study the land, fish, wildlife and forests
occurring on such land.” One would be hard pressed to envision a scenario that provides
a greater opportunity to further BLM’s responsibility to protect and preserve the
ecological values of the Headwaters reserve than inclusion of these river segments into
the NWSRS.

In conclusion, the Headwaters Reserve offers a unique opportunity to conserve the
ecological integrity of precious and unique portion of our area. Therefore, we should take
every effort to preserve its integrity while the opportunity exists. If history is an
indicator, any additional protections, including the time-tested protections of the WSRA,
would serve as an increased deterrent on policymaker attempts to alter the natural
character of this unique area. At present, both the Federal government and State of
California have invested tremendous time, money and resources into realizing the vision of
this plan. The inclusion of the Headwaters segments in the WSRS would provide a practical
means of ensuring that the benefit of the Headwaters Reserve will be realized for
generations to come.

Again, ] appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. Of course, please feel free to
contact me if you have any further questions or comments about this important matter.

Mar pher
Policy Advocate

Respecttully,
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Sierra Club
North Group, Redwood Chapter

P.O. Box 238
Arcata, CA 95518

29 August 2002

Bureau of Land Management
Headwaters

P.0. Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677

Re: Headwaters Forest Reserve Draft Resdurce Management Plan/EIS/EIR

The following comments are on behalf of the North Group, Redwood
Chapter, Sierra Club, with more than 1,300 members in northwestern
California.

The Redwood Chapter--and the North Group in particular--expended time,
money, and energy to save Headwaters Forest from logging, this last
significant unprotected remnant of a two-million-acre ancient coast
redwood temperate rainforest. Thus, we_awaited the draft management
plan with deep interest. And we are te Page 4-2-of“the
draft plan states: = B o

The primary focus of Reserve management is to restore and maintain
its ecological integrity and to study its ecological processes so
as to improve that management. Recreation and other necessary
management activities will be constrained as necessary to be
consistent with the primary goal.

That the primary focus of the draft management plan is on preservation
of the old-growth groves and restoration of the watersheds and
timberlands of the second-growth forest is entirely appropriate and
commendable.

The draft plan overall is thorough and impressive and offers a good deal
of protection for this ancient forest reserve. We like BILM/DFG's
preferred alternatives, with but one modification--in the Trail System.
We would prefer that Alternative 4B (Limited 01d-Growth Contact
Experience) not include the Historic Military Ridge Trail. We would
also prefer that there be no backcountry campsite on the New Little
South Fork Elk River Trail.

During the public meeting on the Draft Plan in July in Eureka,
equestrian and mountain biking interests made their wishes known. We do
not see how they can be accommodated, given the mandate to preserve and
enhance ecological integrity and given the large degree of
incompatibility between equestrians/bikers and walkers (with small
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children and dogs). It would not be good to allow even
non-mountain-biking bikers on the relatively wide Elk River Corridor
Trail, because bikers, walkers, and dogs all gravitate to the narrow
smoothest part of this rocky trail. Therefore, we are pleased that
BIM/DFG are not proposing to accommodate every desire.

The North Group appreciates, in particular, the goals and careful
guidelines for managing research projects and wildland fire.

* We support the Special-Area Designation Alternatives that are preferred
= by BIM/DFG: WSA, with younger stands excluded; CA Ecological Reserve;
. ACEC.

"The North Group strongly prefers that Southern Access to the Reserve be
restricted to BIM tours and that, if fees are charged, they be required
at this entrance only.

Thanks very much for this excellent exploration of the issues involved
in the management of this old-growth ecological island in the midst of
cutover industrial timberlands.

Yours sincerely,.

Vet it ol —

Diane Fairchild Beck, Conservation Co-Chair
3200 Greenwood Heights Drive
Kneeland, CA 95549
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Headwaters
~* P.O.Box 188677 - N
Sacramento CA 95818 8677 1" e

R To whom it may concern:

The Wlldhfe Management Instltute founded 1n 1911 is a prlvate nonproﬁt sc1ent1f1c and

o “educational orgamzatlon staffed by experienced natural resource professionals dedicated to - e
: 1mprov1ng the management of wildlife and wildlife Habitat i in North America. We apprec1ate EREREC RN

- this opportunity to provide comments on the Headwaters Forest Reserve Draft Resource
Management Plan/EI S/EIR (RMP) e :

o We recogmze that the scope of the RMP was largely determmed by the 1998 Interlor

i Approprratrons Bill, which set forth the goals of the RMP and the management issues that it-

. ,, ~should address. However the Institute believes that the -scope of the alternatives cons1dered , ‘} -
. by the RMP is overly narrow w1th respect to forest restoratron and recreatlon management

More than half of the Reserve currently is not old growth forest 'k"We belleve that‘ . S

: y - ccess1onal habltatlrs not common 1n the area and would support prey

. We belleve that mamtenance of h1gh quahty early seral stage habltats w1th1n the Reserve 1s DR

' fully consrstent w1th the authorlzlng legrslatlon whlch establishes that the goals. of Reserve S

o management shall be "to conserve and study the land, fish, w11dl1fe and forests occurrlng on -
such land ‘while prov1d1ng pubhc recreation opportunltres and other management needs."

: 3 Nothmg in this la_nguage or the accompanymg report. language suggests that the Reserve be . Nk
. managed soley to restore the: land to as much old growth forest as p0551b1e We'believe that a,_' e |

. management goal: equally, if not more; consistent with the legislative d1rect10n ‘would be to
> establish a natural mosaic of old growth forest and early success1onal stage forest openmgs

= L At least one forest management alternatlve in. the RMP should consrder such an approach
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Headwaters
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WMI also believes that the draft RMP should have considered an alternative that allowed for
hunting and fishing. We believe that consideration of these activities is fully consistent with
the authorizing legislation's mandate to provide public recreation opportunities, yet the RMP
fails to consider them or offer any analysis of the potential effects of such activities.

The apparent rationale for this lack of consideration and analysis is that by "restricting
recreationists to existing trails, disturbance becomes more predictable to wildlife, and
wildlife species will either avoid the trails or become tolerant of the nearby human activity."
Even accepting that off-trail hiking, which may be associated with fishing or hunting, may
have adverse consequences for some old growth wildlife species, the RMP still doesn't
consider the possibility of allowing hunting or fishing in the 60 percent of the Reserve that is
not old growth forest. At least one recreation management alternative in the RMP should
consider such an approach.

We are pleased that the RMP addresses the need for monitoring designed to provide
information on the effectiveness and consequences of actions when implementing land use
decisions. WMI regularly advocates that management under the RMP's should be conducted
as an experiment so that BLM will learn as much as possible about the effects of various land
management activities. In particular, WMI welcomes a RMP that provides the information
in Table 4-7 concerning the attributes to be monitored, the purpose of the monitoring, the
specific indicators of the attribute that will be measured, the appropriate frequency and
duration of the measurement, and the monitoring results that trigger a need for reevaluation
of management actions. This information should be provided in every RMP prepared by the
BLM because it responds to the questions of whether the land use plan decisions and NEPA
analysis are still valid and whether the allocations, constraints, or mitigation measures are
effective in achieving objectives.

WML is pleased also to see the commitment to develop detailed evaluations and adaptive
responses when monitoring results indicate that undesired outcomes are occurring. Again,
this commitment should be included in every RMP prepared by the BLM. But this RMP and
others should not stop with that commitment. They should take the next step and outline the
warranted range of possible adaptive responses and planning direction adjustments that may
be made as a result of significant new information from the monitoring results. The public
and others should have the opportunity at this stage in the process to comment on what
constitutes a reasonable range of adaptive responses and planning direction adjustments.
Reaching an understanding in the RMP concerning the warranted range of possible responses
and adjustments also will greatly facilitate any changes in management direction that may be
needed over the next decade, including significant changes that may require plan
amendments.
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Thank you for your consideration of our comments on issues to be addressed in the
Headwaters Forest Reserve RMP/EIS/EIR. Please ensure that we receive additional
information, notices, documents and decisions concerning these documents at the address on
this letterhead.

Sincerely,

o

Robert P. Davison, Ph.D.
Northwest Field Representative



FORESTS FOREVER

973 Market St. #450, San Franciscd, California 94103
Phone: 415/974-3636 FAX: 415/974-3664

Headwaters
P.O. Box 18867
Sacramento; CA 95818-8677

To whom it may concern:

Forests Forever is a non-profit environmental organization working to protect and enhance the forests
and wildlife areas of California through educational legislative and electoral activities.

Our organization coalesced around the campaign to save Headwaters Forest. We generated crucial
public pressure through thousands of letters and petition signatures to decision makers that helped result in the
final acquisition of the 7,472-acre Headwaters Preserve.

Now that the Draft Management Plan (DMP) has been released, we will be collecting public comments
to finalize the management plan and assign a protective designation to the Preserve. Your consideration and
attention to this comment period will help ensure that the forest we fought so long for gets the appropriate level
of protection as wilderness and wildlife habitat. Habitat value should be the primary focus and species recovery
must be the ultimate goal.

In reviewing the DMP we support BLM's “preferred alternatives” with a few exceptions:

DESIGNATION: We support the Wilderness Study Area (WSA) designation alternatives (7A or 7B) for all
lands that qualify under BLM's Wilderness Inventory and Study Procedures Handbook. This is approximately
5,885 acres, or 80% of the Preserve (7A). BLM proposes to designate only 60% of the WSA (7B), because it
states that WSA designation precludes some of their proposed restoration work, which includes
decommissioning many logging roads and restoring to old growth conditions land cut over by Pacific Lumber.
BLM thus proposes to designate only 60% of the Preserve as WSA (7B). After observing some of the
restoration projects, we favor BLM's restoration plans. We believe the restoration activities fall within the
exception provided for in BLM's Interim Management Policy of Lands under Wilderness Review, Handbook
8550. We therefore favor Alternative 7A. If only 60% of the land is designated as WSA, we propose that the
Management Plan allow additional areas to be brought in to WSA designation as restoration is completed.

We also support State of California Ecological Reserve Designation (9A). '

RESTORATION: We support IA Full re-contour Watershed Restoration, and IA Moderate-Intensity Forest
Restoration. We support the stated management goals of restoring natural ecological functions and processes of
old growth forests, riparian areas and aquatic habitats. Roads should be removed to the maximum extent
possible from the Preserve. Roads impact natural patterns of runoff and sediment production as well as break
the continuity of forest stands that is important for species such as the marbled murrelet and northern spotted
owl.

Restore ® Reinhabit ® Re-enchant
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WATERSHEDS: All streams in the Preserve that meet eligibility requirements
should be considered for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River designation. This
includes Salmon Creek, South Fork Elk River and Little South Fork Elk River (8A).

PUBLIC ACCESS: Public accessibility should be contingent upon the continued
survival and recovery of endangered and threatened species. Due to the regional habitat
loss and potential cumulative impacts of recreational activities our recommendations for
trail use are as follows: '

No new trails

Limit hiking to the northern access (Elk River Road trail) (3C)

No re-routing of Little South Fork Elk River (LSFER) trail

Close the southern access trail (Salmon Pass), at least until

the marbled murrelet and other endangered species have recovered to the point that they
will not be imperiled. BLM's Draft Management Plan states (Pg. 3-31) that 25% of
Headwaters hikers surveyed said they experienced food litter as a problem. Food litter
attracts birds like ravens and crows that prey on murrelet eggs and chicks which
represents one of the greatest threats to sensitive murrelet populations (3C)

RESEARCH: Limit access to day use only (no over night camping). Prohibit the use of
motorized vehicles in the Preserve, including 3-wheelers and other ORV’s.

Please include this as part of the public record.

Thank you,
Kristin Kirk
Development Associate
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FOREST UNLIMITED

P.O. Box 195
Cazadero, CA 95421
Phone: 707-632-6070

August 31, 2002

Headwaters Comments

P.O. Box 18867
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677
Dear BLM,

The following comments are made regarding the proposed management plan for
Headwaters Forest.

All lands that qualify within Headwaters should be designated a Wilderness Study Area.
All streams in the Preserve should be recommended for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic

Rivers program. Hiking should be limited to the Elk River Road Trail at the northern access.

The southern access trail should be closed permanently. We support BLM's
management goals of restoring the natural ecology of old-growth forests, riparian areas and
aquatic habitats. All roads should be removed from the Preserve.

Sincerely,

N =

Rick Coates
Executive Director

" " 100% tree-free paper
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The NorthCoast

Envwonmenta] Summlt_j

" Who are the people who are takmg a stand for the Forests and the o

‘Wildlife here on the NorthCoast? Who are the people? Who are the

; people who are protectlng the Coho Salmon here on the NorthCoast"
Who are the people taking a stand for the Ancient Old Growth Red—
wood Forests that are found nowhere else in the world and the
‘Endangered Species that are dependent upon them" Who are the peo-
‘ple who care dgbout our Rivers ? A e .
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August 14, 2002

Lynda Roush

Manager, BLM Arcata Field Office
1695 Heindon Rd.

Arcata, CA 95521

Re: Comments on the Draft Management Plan and Accompanying EIS/EIR for the Headwaters Forest
Dear Ms. Roush:

This letter represents the official comments of the BlueRibbon Coalition (BRC), a national recreation group, on the
Draft Management Plan and accompanying environmental impact statement/environmental impact report
(EIS/EIR) for the Headwaters Forest.

As you know, the BRC represents both motorized and non-motorized user groups which have an interest in access
to the Headwaters Forest. However, these comments will only be advocating for our mountain-bike, equestrian,
and general use hiking members. This letter does not preclude other BRC members or affiliate organizations from
submitting their own comments.

Normally, I would go through the document associated with the Plan and EIS/EIR and comment on relevant
sections. However, Ifeel the “closure oriented” preferred alternatives (which ban horseback riding, bicycling,
camping, swimming, and casual day hikes) are fatally flawed so I will ask that the entire process be withdrawn and
a new set of preferred alternatives be developed that include a reasonable balance between recreation and
preservation. The two should not be mutually exclusive. The implementation of your closure alternatives would be
a tragic misuse of almost 1/2 billion dollars of taxpayer funds that were used to “buy this land for the public”

Regardless of whether you withdraw and reissue the Plan or if you do a substantial overhaul of the preferred
alternatives within the current public process, I ask that you make a strong commitment to the trail community and
consider developing a user committee of hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians to look at developing a quality
system of multi-use trails in the Forest.

I believe that a number of looped trail opportunities could be developed using existing logging roads and
connecting them with new trail construction. Some of these new trail systems could be “companion trails” that
parallel existing and more developed roads in the Forest. I have attached a draft map with potential routes outlined
with an orange marker. '

RECEIVED
AUG 1 6 2002
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Page 2

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

P

Don Amador

Western Representative
BlueRibbon Coalition, Inc.
555 Honey Lane

Oakley, CA 94561
925.625.6287 Office

cc: Chairman Bill Young
Chairman George Radanovich
Chairman Richard Pombo
BLM Director Kathleen Clarke
Humboldt County Board of Supervisors
CA BLM Director Mike Pool
IMBA
Backcountry Horsemen of California
Resource Education Network
CEQ NEPA Review Team
Clarke Guzzi, Humboldt Access Advocate

Attachment: Proposed Trail Map
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Board of Directors

Elaine Macdonald
President

Editor On Track
emac@qnet.com

Suellen Hall
Vice president

Melanie Cripe
Secretary
meripel005@aol.com

Keith Elitzer
Treasurer

Directors
Rosemary Elitzer
Sandy Blackmore
Ed Skinner

Debbie Stevens
bull.dogs@as.net
Alida Molloy &
Phone Coordinator

Gloria Gossard
Trail Advisor

Marcy Watton
Legislative Advisor
horsinrnd1@aol.com

Mike Kemp
Web Advisor
mbkemp@qnet.com

Louise Birch Levin
Organizational
Advisor & Art Fair
Coordinator

Betty Carter
Copy Editor of
On Track

Antelope Valley Trails, Recreation & Environmental Council
P.O. Box 3531

Quartz Hill, CA 93536-0580
A 501 C-3 Non Profit Organization
WWww.avirec.av.org

Headwaters
P.O. Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677

Dear Sir,

I have been directed by my board to write this letter in-support of:
equestrian.recreation use on the Elk River Trail head and Corridor -

“Trails: We are concerned about our right to use our public lands.

The Bureau of Land Management and the Department of fish and
Game want to restrict or remove horses, and bicyclists from lands. . .

that are presently open for recreation. We would like to see historic

equestrian recreation continue on lands identified as “Headwaters”.

With this letter | am sending a comment form that states management
alternatives that we are in agreement.

AVTREC represents 250 members and supporting groups. Please
accept our comments.

Y I ¥

Elaine Macdonald
president, AVTREC
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Attachment to 15
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COMMENT FORM

Headwaters Forest Management Alternatives

Paul Roush, proush@ca.bim.gov, 707 825-2313

Joseph Fontana, jfontana@ca.blm.gov, 530 252-5332

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), which co-manage
the Headwaters Reserve will be accepting comments on the draft plan and EIS/EIR until September 6, 2002.

Please record the following the alternatives that | recommend for approval and those | do not recommend be
adopted. | formally protest those alternatives that were included in the draft plan that are in violation of the
legislation authorizing creation of the Reserve. They should not have been included for consideration.

Management Alternative Recommend Approval | Do not adopt in Plan
1A: Full Recontour Watershed Restoration No

1B:- Hydrologic Stabilization Watershed Restoration No

1C: No Additional Watershed Restoration Yes

2A: Moderate Intensity Forest Restoration No

2B: Low Intensity Forest Restoration Yes

2C: No Forest Restoration No

3A: Southern Access Available to Individual Vehicles Yes

3B: Southern Access Confined to BLM Tours No

3C: No Southern Access Violation - No
4A:. Extensive Old-Growth Contact Experience Yes

4B: Limited Old-Growth Contact Experience No

4C: No Old-Growth Contact Experience Violation — No
4D: Existing Trail System No

5A: Bicycle Use on Wider Trails Yes

5B: Bicycle Use in Elk River Corridor Yes

5C: No Bicycle Use No

6A: Equestrian use on Elk River Trailhead trails Yes

6B: Equestrian Use on Elk River Corridor Trails Yes

6C: No Equestrian Use No

7A: Entire Wildemess Inventory Area Designated WSA No

7B: Exclude Younger Harvest Stands from WSA No

7C: No WSA (Wilderness Study Area) Yes

8A: All Eligible Streams recommended for WSR No

8B: No Streams recommended for Wild & Scenic Yes

9A: Ecological Reserve Designation recommended Violation - No
9B: No Ecological Reserve Designation Yes

10A: Universal User Fee No

10B: BLM Sponsored Tour User Fee Yes

10C: Non-Tour User Fee No

10D: No Fees Yes

Signed: (IJ J)}ﬂbﬂp Wﬂmjmﬁaﬁa/ / Aw%ddress‘

RAnil #n: Llanduintare D M Dav 100877 Canrbmanta A ORQ4Q OR77 And ~
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California Equestrian Trails & Lands Coalition

Charles (Toby) Horst, Chairman
36281 Lodge Road
Tollhouse, CA 93667
July 30, 2002

Headwaters Forest Reserve
P.O. Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677

Subject: BLM Management Plan for the “Headwaters Forest Reserve”

The California Equestrian Trails and Lands Coalition, a California statewide coalition of equestrian
groups representing more than 40,000 members, has some serious concerns with the Headwaters Forest
Reserve Management Plan. The Coalition has several equestrian groups located in the general area that
have fef:dﬁ)ack their views related to the July 16™ meeting in Humboldt County Library.” The comments
are as follows:

1. The exclusion of equestrian (horses) users from the plan is definitely discriminatory and the
reasons given are flawed. You’re mentioned “conflicts” and the intention to allow only hikers to
use the Reserve are also flawed. This is a 7000-acre area and we agree needs restoration butto | 15.1
exclude a large user group such as equestrian users without good peer reviewed science and
based on conflict is illogical and definitely discriminatory. Our local groups are more than
willing to work with the BLM team to resolve reasonable differences. Your view of trails to
handle horses is exaggerated and is not supportable with facts. Many public land areas have
joint use trails that are managed very effectively and surveys show few conflicts exist except for
a very few individuals.

2. You list manure as one of the reasons this sensitive environment should not be exposed to
equestrian activity. Where is your peer-reviewed science that supports this contention? Horse | 15.2
manure is the most benign animal elimination that exists and brealI()s down very rapidly. The
sensitivity of some hikers is a personal perspective and not based on factual data. Trailhead rules
can be established that all equestrian users remove their equestrian manure when they leave.
This is a reasonable request.

Conclusion: We are concerned that ﬁour intentions are to not consider recreational uses seriously. To
suggest only guided tours as the method to introduce public activity to the reserve, is again very
restrictive and with out foundation. You seem to view this land mass as some BLM mandate to create a
“preserve” rather than a reserve. This is not the intention of the federal moneys that purchased the
property. We respect and support your intentions to restore the land area to a healthy ecological area. It
1s your biased view of recreational uses that concern our groups. We strongly suggest you reconsider
your plan intentions and allow the recreational public, taxpayers who purchased this land, to have
Eeneral access for all reasonable users. Fragile ecological areas can be individually designated and not

e included for equestrian uses. This would obviously not be the total 7000 acres but normally sensitive
riparian zones.

Respegtfully:

16-3

Charles (Toby) Horst, Chairman

Cc:  Local Federal Representatives

1295 Shaw Avenue, Suite104-151, Clovis, CA 93612, (559) 855-7765. FAX (559) 855-2236
www.calequestriancoalition.com  Email: easyrider@psnw.com
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July 16, 2002

Ms. Lynda Rousch

Bureau of Land Management
Arcata Field Manager

1695 Heindon Road

Arcata, CA 95521

Dear Ms. Rousch:

I am here on behalf of the Back Country Horsemen of California to express our opposition to the
preferred alternative for the Headwaters Forest Reserve Resource Management Plan/EIS/EIR. 1
am also here under the specific authorization of Mr. Toby Horst, BCHC representative of the
California Equestrian Trails and Lands Coalition (CET&LC is now 50,000 strong), which also
opposes the preferred alternative.

The alternative preferred by both the Back Country Horsemen of California and the California
Equestrian Trails and Lands Coalition is Alternative 6A which would accommodate equestrian
use on the Elk River Corridor Trail and Little South Fork Elk River Trail.

I have attached a copy of the Back Country Horsemen of California Policy regarding wilderness
and public lands acquisition, access and management. The policy states that BCHC does not
support any new wilderness designations unless equestrian access is included in the management
plans. BCHC does not support any public lands management plans that exclude equestrian use
except in very fragile, limited areas.

BCHC is also opposed to paying “user” fees for access to public lands which already belong to
the public. A copy of the letter sent to local and regional agencies regarding “user” fees is also
attached.

Equestrian opportunities in the local recreation area are limited and we oppose any public lands
plans which exclude equestrians. No group should be excluded from access to any public lands.
These lands were purchased with taxpayer monies and all taxpayers should have access, including
equestrian users. :

Sincerely,

Carslt Bty ak

Carole Polasek
President
Redwood Unit, BCHC
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| Attachment A to 17 |

On March 8, 2002 the Backcountry Horsemen of California Board of Directors approved the
following wilderness policy.

The BCHC will not support any new wilderness designations until the following is adopted for all
existing and proposed wilderness areas.

1.

There shall be no curtailment in the amount and distribution of recreational saddle and
pack stock use, and grazing incidental to that use, in existing wilderness. Nor should social
values, norms and preferences of other wilderness users be used as a reason by
administrators to restrict, phase out, or eliminate recreational stock use, grazing by
recreational stock or trails and associated trailhead facilities of a sufficient standard to
accommodate that use.

The numbers of recreational stock use days in wilderness will not be reduced below
approximate levels existing at the time an area was designated as wilderness. If total use is
allowed to increase beyond that which existed at the time of classification, recreational
stock use will be allowed to increase at a rate proportionate to that which existed at the
time of classification. If, through monitoring for a period of not less than five years,
administrators determine that the capacity of a wilderness area has been exceeded,
differing classes of uses will be reduced proportionately to that which existed at the time
of classification.

It is recognized that there may be limited areas where the terrain is so fragile that
recreational stock use may have to be restricted or prohibited. These will be the exception
and will be determined by site specific analysis based on biological and physical criteria
rather than subjective social preferences of other wilderness users.
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| Attachment B to 17 |

BackCounty Horsemen of California

Barbara J. Ferguson
Vice President Public Lands
32352 Auberry Road
Anberry, CA 923602

Phone & FAX 559 855-2128

January 3, 2002

Regional Forester Blackwell &
California Forest Supervisors

REGARDING: Recreational Fee Demonstration Program

At the direction of the Public Lands Committee of the California Backcountry Horsemen
of California (BCHC) you will find attached the letter sent to then Secretary of
Agriculture, Dan Glickman on February 21, 2000 outlining the reasons for the BCHC
opposition to Recreational Fees.

Our lack of support is supported by the conclusions of the GAO Report (GAO-02-10)
dated November 2001. This report sited several long standing problems with the fee
demonstration program and noted that even though action on these problems was
promised by the agencies as early as 1998, the same problems persist.

We are aware that this program is due to sunset on September 30, 2004 and we will be
working with our legislative representatives on this issue.

Sincerely,

Barbara J. Ferguson
Vice President, Public Lands
Backcountry Horsemen of California

Enclosure
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PIC Agenda Item 6 | Attachment C to 17 |
March 20, 2007

Back Country Horsemen of California
P.O. Box 40007
Bakersfield, Ca. 93384-0007

Februray 21, 2000

The Honorable Dan Glickman
Secretary of Agricultwre

U.S. Department of Agriclture

Room 3220-A Administration Building
14™ and Independence Avenue S.W.
Washington, D.C. 202050

Dear Secretary Glickman;

Back Country Horsemen of California oppose the Adventure Pass and related Trailhead / Wilderness Fee
Demonstration Programs initiated by congress in 1996. We are an organization that works diligently to
insure that public lands remain open to recreational stock use. In California the annual contribution of our
4400 members has grown to nearly $1 million in labor and materials for our trail systems. In addition we
donate thousands of man hours and dollars in educational programs which encourage use of low impact
skills and preservation of our public lands for future generations. We support the need for adequate funding
by Congress for our National Forests. We conclude that the Adventure Pass and it’s related Fee Programs
are not the correct answer to the need for funds for the following reasons.

1- The historical value that provides families the opportunity to visit our public forest lands free of charge
will be forever lost. With the advent of these Fee Programs a family on vacation is no longer able to enjoy
the splendors of nature in our Public Lands without fear of being harassed by an officer demanding
possession of a PASS. Those not in possession of this PASS may suffer the penaity of a ticket.

2- The historical value of a Forest Ranger known among fellow users as an aid and educator will be
forever changed. The new role of forest personnel will be “code enforcement official”™.

3. There is guarantee is provided in these programs that prohibit Congress from future budget cuts to our
forests commensuraie with the fees collected. It seems likely that moneys collected couid eventually
supplant rather than supplement the normal forest budgets and result in no net gain for the forest.

4- Wildemness and primitive areas should be exempt from any fee program.
Admission fees to these public lands are not acceptable. Rare exceptions may include high use areas and
attraction sites that require maintenance and services much higher than normal. In Which case, fees

collected should bve used for campsite trial, and trailhead maintenance and improvement.

The 4400 plus members of Backcountry Horsemen of California are asking that the Adventure Pass and
related Traithead / Wilderness Fee Programs be canceled. These nationwide Recreation Fee Programs
should not be renewed upon expiration of current authorizing legislation. We support the allocation of
adequate funding to the forest systems by Congress from our current taxes.

Respecifislly submritted,

Tom Stovall, President


eunsworth
Attachment C to 17


| Attachment D to 17 |

June 2, 2002

Mr. Lou Woltering, Forest Supervisor
Six Rivers National Forest

1330 Bayshore Way

Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Woltering:

Enclosed you will find two letters written under authority of the Backcountry Horsemen of California regarding
the proposed “trailhead and adventure pass” fees. These letters were sent to the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Regional Forester, Region 5.

The Redwood Unit of Backcountry Horsemen of California would like you and your District Rangers to know
we respect your position and authority to carry out direction from both the Region and Washington cffices. We
are also aware of the importance of public involvement.

It has come to our attention that a meeting focused on implementing permanent user fees was held in Portland,
Oregon and was closed to the public. As a concerned public, our group supports the recommendations set forth
in the enclosed letters. We do not want to be perceived as a confrontational organization. As you are aware, the
Redwood Unit has been instrumental in constructing stock corrals at Stanshaw traithead and Wooley Creek, and
maintained the water system at Stanshaw trailhead in the Marble Mountain Wilderness. We have also entered
into a partnership to maintain the historically important “Fowler” cabin. For the past ten years our group of
volunteers have kept the west side trails in the Marble Mountain and Trinity Alps Wilderness passable for stock
users and backpackers.

It is our contention that “fees” to use our public lands is both unfair and discriminatory, not to mention “double
taxation.”

We have no quarrel with user fees at developed campground sites but adamantly oppose any attempt to turn the
National Forests into a defacto National Park. We support multiple use of our natural resources while stressing
low impact and “leave no trace” techniques. Trusting that you and your staff will heed the voices of reason and
act in a responsible manner.

We would appreciate your reply to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Carole Polasek, President

Redwood Unit, BCHC

Enclosures
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International Mountain Bicycling Association PO Box 7578 Boulder CO 80306 USA 303.545.9011 www.imba.com

September 6, 2002

Headwaters
PO Box 188677
Sacramento, CA 95818-8677

IMBA COMMENTS ON HEADWATERS FOREST RESERVE DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN/EIS/EIR

The. International ‘Mountain:Bicycling Association (IMBA) strongly objects.to.the disparaging and
maccurate statements about mountain biking included in the Draft Headwaters: Forest Reserve Resource
Management Plan. We believe mountain biking may be an appropriate activity on some trails of the
Reserve.

The Plan offers three alternatives for bike use. Among those, IMBA supports:a:madified Bicycling
Alternative 5A,.with the addition of the Western-Periphery:Trail-and the deletion of the requirement that

~“these trails be ' ‘widey' We also-support a.modified Frail:System Alternative:4A that would not include the

&

Historic Military Ridge Trail, which cuts through the middie of the main old growth forest.

If, however, BLM chooses to manage the forest for foot recreation only,"there'-l-s no:need to justify this
choice through unsubstantiated claims against bicycling. We insist that the tone and ideas be changed in
the final plan to reflect a better understanding of bicycling and bike management. This draft Headwaters
plan is inconsistent with the tone and information presented in the BLM 2002 National Mountain Bike
Strategy.

IMBA is a national and international education and advocacy organization with 450 member clubs,
32,000 individual members, and more than 400 corporate partners and dealer members. IMBA creates,
enhances, and preserves trail opportunities for mountain bikers worldwide.

S

IMBA provided scoping comments for the Reserve planning process in August, 2000.

Opponents of mountain biking have historically argued that biking is bad for wildlife, for vegetation, for
trails, and for other people. The BLM Headwaters Reserve Draft Plan repeats these some of these
allegations without substantiation. IMBA strongly disputes the first three allegations. The fourth, conflict
with other people, is legitimate, and we believe it is the real reason some people oppose bicycling in
some areas. But land managers can take a positive, progressive approach to bicycling management that
minimizes user conflict and broadens the constituency that supports public lands, conservation, and
agency budgets.

Page 1 of six
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The plan misrepresents the character of bicycling

The bias in the Draft Plan shows most clearly in its statement that mountain bicycling "is generally less
compatible with the emphasis at the Reserve on the more contemplative activities...." {(pg. 6-29) This
statement ignores the fact that many mountain bicyclists often experience a form of contemplation as
they ride. The concentration and physical exercise involved, combined with an awareness of the
vegetation, scenery and wildlife, offer huge potential for connection with Nature. This is a key reason why
mountain biking is a popular activity. It inspires many mountain bikers to become strong proponents of
political action for conservation.

Contemplation is a type of psychological experience that is good, but it is not the only way to enjoy
Nature. We strongly question whether it is within the perogative, or perhaps even within the legal
authority, of the BLM to mandate that the only kind of experience acceptable at the Headwaters Reserve
is "contemplative." How would contemplation be monitored? Is running okay? ‘

The same paragraph on pg. 6-29 states, "Mountain biking is an outdoor activity that emphasizes exercise
and, on downhill trail segments, speed." This is only partiaily true. Many riders go very slow and are even
afraid of speed. "It involves relatively rapid passage through surroundings... ." This is true in relation to
hiking, but not in relation to motorized travel. Going uphill, cyclists may travel as slow as hikers, and
slower than horses. In any case, managers can control bicyclists' speed through speed limits or, better
yet, trail design.

We wish to assure the BLM that mountain bicyclists appreciate Nature, and that we are capable of
experiencing the grandeur and beauty of the Headwaters Forest from a bicycle. Hiking is not the only
type of recreation that allows a visitor to appreciate Nature.

The plan arbitrarily, without science, assumes that bicycling conflicts with wildlife preservation

In Appendix J, the plan states, "The use of bicycles on such narrow, steep trails would also harrass or
create hazards to the Reserve's wildlife." (pg. J-2) The Plan offers some harsh language on page 6-20:
"Although it is unlikely, bicycle use within the Reserve has the potential to suddenly disturb, injure, or kill
wiidlife."

The plan offers no evidence for this extraordinary claim, and even contradicts these notions with its
statement, "However, scientific studies have not been found that address the potential for bicycle use to
impact wildlife." (6-20)

IMBA strongly objects to the assertion that bicycling would harrass wildlife. While we believe bicycling
affects wildlife, so does hiking, horseback riding, and just about every other form of human activity. More
relevant to management decisions is relative impact. :

It is beyond BLM's capability at this time to reasonably assert that bikes are worse for wildlife than hiking.
There is no science to demonstrate this, and IMBA challenges BLM to provide solid evidence of this
assertion. What limited science does exist shows otherwise. Birdwatchers who approach closely and
watch carefully, and hikers who travel cross-country, can cause as much or more wildlife disruption than
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bicyclists who stick to trails and move through in predictable patterns. Why does BLM choose such harsh
language for bicyc ling, but not hiking?

(For examples see: Papouchis, Christopher M., Singer, Francis J.,. Sloan, William B., "Responses of Desert
Bighorn Sheep to Increased Human Visitation," Journal of Wildlife Management, 65(3):573-582; and
Spar, Robin, " Factors Affecting the Distribution of Bald Eagles and Effects of Human Activity On Bald
Eagles Wintering Along The Boise River," Masters thesis for Boise State University, March, 1990)

The Plan shows bias in its assertion that bicycles should be banned from the Headwaters Forest Reserve
" because of wildlife impacts, yet it plans to allow dogs off leash on the Elk River Corridor Trail. This
management plan component suggests that BLLM should revisit the research on recreation and wildlife.

The Plan notes, "Wildlife effects have been cited by managers of Mount Tamalpais State Park as a
concern in bicycle use management at that site (May pers. comm.)." This undermines the overall
credibility of the assertion by seletively citing observations from the one locale where bicycle access has
been more controversial than anywhere else in the world. The BLM as a whole has rich, positive
experience managing bicycling on its lands, so Headwaters managers should inquire more widely.

Since all recreation will be limited to on-trail, and since most of the Reserve will not have trails, there is
no question that BLM is fulfilling its mandate to preserve the ecosystem. We think BLM can, if it wants to,
effectively manage human recreation to avoid wildlife impacts.

The plan incorrectly asserts that bicycling is a significant problem for trail surfaces

On page 6-34, the Plan asserts, "Bicycle use also affects trail surfaces to a greater degree than hiking,
tending to dislodge more sediment and increase sediment yield during precipitation events." IMBA
challenges the BLM to prove this. To the best of our knowledge, there has been only one scientifc study
that attempted to test that hypothesis. The Seney/Wilson study could not differentiate the relative erosion
caused by hiking and biking. (Wilson, John P. and Seney, Joseph P., "Erosional Impact of Hikers, Horses,
Motorcycles, and Off-Road Bicycles on Mountain Trails in Montana," Mountain Research and
Development, Vol. 14, No. 1, 1994, pp. 77-88)

IMBA believes that trail erosion can be minimzed through proper trail design and maintenance, and
cyclists are usually eager to help in both regards. IMBA would be glad to offer the services of our Trail
Care Crews to help BLM design the new trails in the Reserve. With the extensive work planned for
decommissioning roads, and for road-to-trail conversions, there is plenty of opportunity to build trails
correctly so that they can accommodate shared use and not cause watercourse sedimentation.
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The Draft Plan also fails to fully understand management of bicycling.

In Appendix J, the Plan dismisses the idea of allowing bikes on all trails because, "Bicycle use... must be
limited to gently sloping trails, where high speed is least likely (e.g., Elk River Corridor trail), or at least to
wide trails, where visibility and opportunity to avoid collision is improved." (pg. J-2)

Regarding proper trails for bicycling, visibility does assist in preventing collisions, but it also promotes
speed. Wider trails also promote speed compared to narrow trails. IMBA has learned through experience
that tight, twisting trails cause bicyclists to travel slower. It's easy to design trails that both reduce speed
and heip avoid collisions. But the proper methods do not involve wide, straight routes.

The bias against bicycling is demonstrated in the section on equestrian travel. The Plan asserts that
equestrian travel "would not pose a safety hazard to other users." (pg. 6-30) We disagree. Some horses
are poorly trained. Horse/hiker interactions can be quite frightening and horses can cause great harm to
humans, even death. This is not to argue that horses don't belong in the Reserve. We think they do have
a place. Rather, we observe that the Draft Plan has grossly generalized that bicycling presents an
unmanagable safety issue, while equestrian travel does not, when the truth is much more complex and
equivocal.

While we acknowledge that some hikers are disturbed or frightened by bicyclists, collisions almost never
occur. We challenge BLM to provide documentation of actual collisions between cyclists and hikers on
trails around Eureka, California. '

User conflict is the real issue at hand. The Draft Plan essentially states this at page 6-34: "[Alternative 5al
would present a potential adverse effect on hikers and equestrians by increasing the risk of collision or
panic response.... It would also present the potential to disrupt other recreation tours or individual
contemplation in the Reserve." The Draft Plan has chosen to favor hiking, favoring the hiking-only policies
that hikers often desire.

IMBA supports the provision of some hiking-only trails to accommodate hikers who have difficulty or
simply dislike sharing trails. But there needs to be balance. BLM is a multiple-use agency with a
responsibility to balance the desires and needs of legitimate public land users.

Better management solutions are available

It is entirely possible for the BLM to avoid this conflict between recreation and conservation simply by
offering a more flexible approach to the general management plan to the Headwaters Forest Reserve.
For example, BLM is planning guided hiking trips into some areas of the Reserve. Such travel could also
occur on bicycle or horseback. In Orange County, the Nature Conservancy has a trained crew of docents
who take people into a preserve on bicycles. Why can't BLM adopt a similar approach?

The plan maintains that Bicycle Uise Alternative 5A requires Southern Access Alternative 3A, which
allows private, individual access to the south side of the Reserve. IMBA suggests that it is entirely
possible for BLM to conduct guided bicycling tours in the southern area, allowing Alternative 5A to be
compatible with the plan's preferred Alternative 3B.
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The plan could also allow bicycling and equestrian travel at certain times of the day, week or year. This
solution is working well on trail systems in North Carolina and Utah.

Instead of stating that bicycling and equestrian travel wili absolutely not occur, the Plan could simply
state that it will not occur initially, but it will continue to be considered. Instead of stating that trails will
not be built into the main old-growth stands, the Plan can state that trails will not be built there at this
time.

The Draft Plan notes the possiblities for constructing trails that do not cause sedimentation of streams. It
talks about possibly managing horse travel to ensure that the animals don't bring in foreign organisms.
These are positive solutions that should be implemented.

For a positive approach to managing user conflict, see: Moore, Roger L., "Conflicts on Multiple-Use
Trails: Synthesis of the Literature and state of the Practice, Federal Highway. Administration, Intermodal
Division, Report No. FWHA-PD-94-03 1, August, 1994,

Regarding the designation of a Wilderness Study Area, the plan prefers a reduced area of less than
5,000 acres in order to facilitate vegetative management. IMBA supports a modified Alternative 7B. The
Plan should slightly move the WSA's western boundary a small distance eastward to allow for possible
construction of the Western Periphery Trail, which could allow visitors longer recreation experiences and
a non-motorized connection of the north and south sides of the Reserve. The Western Periphery Trail
would thus mitigate some of the impacts of automobile traffic on the Newburg Road.

The Draft Plan does not balance preservation and recreation

Table 3-11 attempts to establish that there are plenty of recreation opportunities for equestrians and
mountain bikers in the region. The central question is not whether bicyclists have sufficient recreation
opportunities in the region, but rather whether bicycling is an approprlate and sustainable activity with
the Headwaters Forest Reserve.

Nonetheless, Table 3-11 is flawed. The table fails to differentiate trails from roads. lts tallies include trails
that are "flat, paved." It fails to-note whether or not these paths provide views of old-growth redwood
trees. It does not explain the meaning of its "quality of trail" category. Does "high" mean the singletrack
opportunities that hikers, equestrians and cyclists all seek? Or does it mean wide, fire roads? Some of
the opportunities are a long distance from Eureka and Arcata. It appears that public lands close to that
urban area are very limited and it is probably difficult for residents to find trail adequate opportunities for
close-to-home, outdoor recreation experience. Thus the Headwaters Reserve could be quite valuable -
for its potential recreation opportunities, as well as its ecological preservation values. The table, it seems,
attempts to dismiss this idea.

The citizens of the United States paid tens of millions of dollars for this land, and BLM now proposes to
exclude them from its primary feature. While most Americans -- including nearly every mountain biker -

rejoice that our federal government has purchased this land and saved incredible trees and ecosystems,

preservation alone is not sufficient.
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IMBA does not seek access to all trails in the Reserve, but we strongly object to the tone, attitude and 18-17
approach BLM is taking in this Plan. It is a poor balance of recreation and preservation. The exireme
bias in favor of "contemplative" hiking and against bicycling and equestrian travel in the Reserve is
unacceptable. The Draft Plan heeds a new approach to recreation management.

cont.

Sincerely,

Tim Blumenthal
Executive Director
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